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IN STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT ACTIVITIES

Gretchen Kaeding Bergan, Ph.D.
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The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 has brought accountability to the world of
education. The Act’s purpose was to bring a standards-based educational reform process
nationally by establishing measurable goals and high academic standards for students and
teachers. The mandate to the states from the federal government specified that each state
set up incremental assessments of all children, and schools have responded with
significant efforts to improve student outcomes. One factor, teacher-to-teacher trust
levels, has been shown through research (Bryk & Schneider, 1996) to improve
professional working environments and student learning.
This was a comparison study of teacher-to-teacher trust levels in three differing
educational settings, which included (a) non-charter public, (b) charter public, and
(c) parochial/private. The study used 2012-13 data captured by the survey “Chicago
Public Schools: My Voice, My School” created by Bryk and Schneider (1996), and a
data set collected in 2013 from the Chicago private/parochial schools using a modified
version of the same instrument. Only the data for the items covered in the modified
version of the survey were used for the statistical analysis of the study’s three hypotheses.

The study used three levels of regression analysis to test the hypotheses that
(1) there will be a relationship between the dependent variable of teacher-to-teacher trust
and the independent variables of reflective dialogue, collective responsibilities, use of
assessment data, and focus on student learning; (2) there will be a difference in the same
five variables between teachers in the three different school settings; and (3) the same
five variables can be predicted based on teacher-to-teacher trust and the type of school
setting.
Results indicated that (a) there was a positive relationship between teacher-toteacher trust and the four other constructs; (b) initial analysis showed some differences in
teacher-to-teacher trust levels when compared across the three school types; however,
after adjusting for differences in sample size, this finding lost statistical significance; and
(c) the teacher-to-teacher trust variable is positively affected in differing but significant
degrees by the four predictor variables.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
With the advent of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB, 2002),
accountability has become the buzz word in the world of education. The purpose of the
Act was to bring a standards-based educational reform process to the nation by
establishing measurable goals and setting high academic standards for both students and
teachers. The mandate to the states from the federal government specified that each state
set up incremental assessments of all children enrolled in government-funded schools in
order for the state to receive ongoing federal monies for education (NCLB, 2002).
Not only did these accountability expectations increase pressure on the
educational system, they created pressure to address testing standards, procedures, and
instruments. The Act has caused schools to take a hard look at how teachers instruct and
what curriculum is being taught and whether classroom instruction matches the testing
criteria. Each state was given the task of defining “one high, challenging standard” for its
students, and also to set the criteria for what is considered a “highly qualified” teacher.
NCLB legislation penalized schools that did not make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).
Schools that do not achieve AYP within the timelines specified in the Act can be
sanctioned or face consequences in various ways, such as reductions in funding,
requirements for implementing improvement plans, or possibly a take-over by an
alternative operating entity. Even with the modification of the AYP provisions offered to
states through subsequent reauthorization of the NCLB legislation, schools and districts
1
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can be subject to the same sorts of sanctions by falling into and remaining on the state’s
list of persistently lowest achieving schools or focus schools (persistently highest
achievement gaps). All of the above changes, expectations, and high-stakes
accountability guidelines have led to wide-ranging school reform and accountability
measures being taken at the state and local levels.
According to Finn (2002), American education is today involved in a wideranging experiment with education accountability (p. 95). As he states in his article, the
American education system is “unreformed” (p. 87), and many districts are tackling this
issue aggressively. Districts that are not making AYP, under the original NCLB
requirements, or remaining on the persistently lowest achieving or persistently highest
achievement gap school lists in their states, based on the newer NCLB guidelines, remain
subject to scrutiny and possible sanctions designated for schools that are not sufficiently
improving from year to year under the state and federal accountability provisions initially
enacted through NCLB and extended through the 2009 federal Race to the Top (RTTT)
provisions of the American Recovery and Resurgence Act.
Focus and Background for This Study
Even prior to the NCLB and RTTT legislation being enacted, there were districts
in the United States that began undergoing the grueling process of extensive school
reform. Chicago, Illinois, has one of the nation’s largest school districts and one of the
most challenged, due to its urban environment and the poor minority populations that it
serves. Research on efforts in this district has occurred, with the goal of determining
which elements of the school environment lead to student success outcomes.
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For example, Bryk and Schneider (2002) documented, both qualitatively and
quantitatively, the importance of trust to the success of school reform efforts and student
achievement in Chicago Public Schools in the 1990s. They found that relational trust is a
strong predictor of several important outcomes for schools, including student learning.
When schools are characterized by high levels of trust, teachers tend to feel greater
responsibility and are more likely to invest themselves in the operations of the school.
Indeed, according to Bryk and Schneider, “Trust relations culminate in important
consequences at the organizational level, including more efficient decision making,
enhanced social support for innovation, more efficient social control of adults’ work, and
an expanded moral authority to ‘go the extra mile’ for children” (p. 2).
What is the definition of this term trust? Researchers have yet to agree on a
single definition of trust, some referencing trust as an attitude and others as a behavior
(Christiansen Swain, 2007, p. 9). Indeed, trust is a multifaceted, fluid construct.
According to Gomibuchi (2004), trust is not a stable experience, but changes over time
and can go through stages of development or decline. It can differ in terms of its degree,
relationship between trustee and trustor, and history (p. 29). Trust has been studied in
sociology, economics, organizational theory, philosophical and religious writings, social
capital, group theory, and, more recently, in the field of education.
In their study of trust, Bryk and Schneider (1996) saw trust “as a substantive
property of the social organization of schools” (p. 12), and this led them to their notion of
relational trust. However, they arrived at this concept only after studying several diverse
fields of inquiry: the literature of philosophy, political science, economics, religion, and
organizational behavior. Putnam’s work on the nature of democratic institutions and
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Fukuyama’s notion of social trust and its contribution to the efficient operation of
national economies led Bryk and Schneider to Coleman’s theory of social capital. Bryk
and Schneider determined that good schools are social enterprises that include social
capital in different venues and that these depend on the relationships among the various
members of the school community. Relational trust, according to Bryk and Schneider, can
be defined as the interpersonal social exchanges, which depend on social capital, that take
place in a school community. Cunningham and Gresso (1993) declared trust to be “the

foundation of school effectiveness” (p. 350). Later, Bryk and Schneider (2002)
systematically studied the levels of relational trust in a large sample of Chicago public
schools and found further evidence of a relationship between the level of relational trust
in a school and the student achievement levels of that school. Since the 2002 Bryk and
Schneider study, however, few studies could be found which examine the levels of
relational trust within different school types. Indeed, in the U.S. there are three main
types of schools: non-charter public, charter public and private schools. Each of these
school types has assumptions associated with the cultures within each, and given such
assumptions, their levels of teacher-to-teacher trust might be impacted. Let us look at
these assumptions.
Assumptions of the “Catholic/Private School Effect”
In the United States it has long been believed that the “private or Catholic school
effect” is responsible for producing higher-achieving students and providing consistently
high expectations. According to Pugh, Davies, and Adnett (2006),
the argument that the valued added premium of a Catholic school education
results from shared community values is supported by evidence provided from
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Bryk et al. (1993), showing a higher and a more even distribution of student
achievement in Catholic schools relative to public schools in the US. (p. 26)
Research has shown that there is a significant and positive “private school effect” even
after factoring out the differences in populations that are served by the public and private
schools. Some researchers reference factors such as curriculum attributes, community,
and social capital in private schools in order to explain the higher levels of achievement.
The major reform efforts that are afoot, such as charter public schools, vouchers,
and No Child Left Behind, are based on the assumption that alternative educational
settings (i.e., Catholic/private organizations) are inherently more effective at boosting
academic achievement (Lubienski, 2008, p. 690). These reforms provide options that
many middle- and lower-class Americans never thought possible for their children—a
private or parochial school education or an education in a charter public school that is
targeted to their student’s specific needs and a faculty committed to the same set of
values and beliefs.
Since the seminal work of the late James Coleman and his colleagues at the
University of Chicago in 1982, we have known that private and parochial schools, by and
large, are more educationally effective than public schools (Cimino, 2008, p. 39). These
conclusions have been supported by more recent research by Bryk, Lee, and Holland
(1993), summarized in their book Catholic Schools for the Common Good. It is known
from research within the private/parochial school venue that teachers within those
schools believe their positions are morally connected to the mission and vision of the
church school. Bryk (1984), in his publication Effective Catholic Schools, stated that
virtually every Catholic teacher interviewed indicated their work is more than the five-
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class, seven-hour day. In addition to being committed to teaching, class preparation, and
the instructional programs, they spoke also of the emphasis on personal values and
community at their schools. Many of the teachers interviewed spoke of holding second
jobs and making personal sacrifices to continue teaching in a Catholic school.
This basis of mission is significant again to trust-building and student
achievement. Bryk et al. (1993) show that highly effective schools are based on strong
agreement on mission (who is to benefit from the school’s efforts and in what way),
methods of instruction, norms for coordinating work across subject matter and grade
levels, criteria for selecting and socializing teachers, and methods of overall performance
(p. 14).
Assumptions of Charter Public Schools
Belief in the mission of an organization or, in this case, of a school, appears to be
a significant variable in the building trusting relationships. With the advent of the charter
public school concept in the United States, could this “private school” effect be partially
applicable to this venue also? Charter public schools are growing in the U.S., with 5,611
charter public schools serving more than 2,000,000 students now functioning (National
Alliance for Charter Schools, 2012). Without a doubt the charter public school
movement has and continues to gain substantial bipartisan support across various levels
of educators, politicians, families, and communities associated with education and reform
(Guthrie & Springer, 2004, p. 30).
A long-standing issue in the non-charter public school section is the problems
with hiring strategies and policies that are adhered to and cause issues in trying to build a
cohesive staff. According to Gross (2011), “the match between school staff and school
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mission is critical and this is reflected in the way charter schools approach recruiting and
hiring teachers” (p. 8). Charter public schools look at the way teachers will fit into the
school and prioritize the school mission, although charter public school teachers are paid
less across the board than non-charter public school teachers and are not normally
protected by unionization (Bulkley & Hicks, 2005, p. 307).
Professional development in charter public schools is also typically communal
and tied to the school’s vision. Maybe a connection between the charter public and
private/parochial schools is that “truth and relational trust are linked together in many
ways, one example being identity based trust” (Deutsch, 1954, p. 65). Identity-based
trust often exists between people who share the same belief system. “Trust in other
people is based upon a fundamental ethical assumption that other people share your
fundamental values” (Mroczek, 2010, p. 7).
Since the accountability standards are not consistent within the charter public
school community, the “jury” is still out as to their effectiveness. However, prior
research would suggest that with the shared vision, smaller school size, and targeted
student population, charter public schools should be fairly successful in reaching their
goals. Fullan (2005) explained, “If people believe they are doing something worthwhile
of a higher order they may be willing to put in the extra sacrifices and effort” (p. 34).
Problem Statement
“With growing concern among the general public about the performance of
publicly funded schools, charter schools and other choice-based reforms are seen by
some as a means of injecting choice, competition and accountability into education in
order to improve school performance” (Salas, 1997, p. 3). Since alternative school
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choices are being advocated to be one of the answers to underachieving public schools
(Bracey, 2009), many researchers are focusing on studying the results of expanding the
choice options for the operation of public schools. Since choice in some states already
includes the issuance of vouchers to private or semi-private schools, it may not be long
before vouchers are extended to private schools outright and even to private/
parochial schools with some restrictions on the role of religious education in the school
program. If initial studies of traditional public schools show a relationship between
levels of trust among teaching staff and student achievement, as in the findings of the
Bryk and Schneider (2002) study, this line of inquiry may bear expanded research,
including an examination of the trust levels between school personnel in various types of
schools, to understand how trust levels among school faculty do or do not differ based on
the school type.
Since earlier studies suggest that there may be an important relationship between
relational trust levels and student achievement, further research is needed to better
understand how trust operates in different types of school settings. With the expansion of
choice, underachieving schools remain a growing concern. Underachieving schools can
be found among traditional public schools, chartered public schools, and
private/parochial schools alike. Based on their findings in the Chicago study, Bryk and
Schneider (2002) posited that “a strong base of relational trust lubricates much of a
school’s day to day functioning and is a critical resource as local leaders embark on
ambitious educational reform” (p. 133). The Bryk and Schneider 2002 study is limited,
however, by the fact that they did not examine whether there are differences in levels of
relational trust by type of school, i.e., regular public, charter, and private/parochial.
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Further, the Bryk and Schneider study did not look at the relationship between how
teachers assess the levels of relational trust in their school and how they assess other
factors that are associated in other studies with improved student outcomes, i.e.,
(a) teacher attention to student learning, (b) collective responsibility to assure student
achievement, (c) teachers’ use of reflective dialogue and practice, and (d) teachers’ use of
assessment to plan and differentiate instruction to achieve improved student outcomes.
Research Purpose and Research Questions
My research begins to address the limitations in the research discussed above in
the “Problem” section utilizing a quantitative method study to examine the teacher-toteacher trust levels in three different school environments—(a) private/parochial,
(b) charter public, and (c) traditional non-charter public—using aspects of the validated
survey instrument used in the 2002 Bryk and Schneider study based on their theory of
relational trust. Additionally, my study looked for any relationship (positive or negative)
between teachers’ reported levels of relational trust (using a modified version of the Bryk
and Schneider survey instrument) and the four other constructs assessed in that
instrument that align with research-supported factors associated with student
achievement, i.e., (a) focus on student learning, (b) reflective dialogue, (c) collective
responsibility, and (d) use of assessment data.
Specifically, my study used a limited number of questions from the same survey
instrument used by Bryk and Schneider in their 2002 study. This modified survey was
administered to teachers who work in private/parochial schools in the same
geographically based area originally included in the Bryk and Schneider study, which
was specific to the Chicago public schools only. The University of Chicago Consortium
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on Chicago School Research provided me with the raw data from their most recent study
done in 2012, thereby making it possible for my study (a) to look for differences in
relational trust levels by category of school (non-charter public, charter public, and
private/parochial); and (b) to look for relationships between teachers’ reported relational
trust levels and teachers’ reported levels of the other four conditions (i.e., focus on
student learning, reflective dialogue, collective responsibility, and use of assessment
data) in their schools with the permission (Appendix H) of the original researchers, and
by utilizing the same quantitative methods and excerpts from the same survey instrument
designed by Bryk and Schneider from the University of Chicago Consortium on Chicago
School Research, my study extends and builds upon that work.
The following general research hypotheses guided my study:
1. There will be a positive relationship between teacher-to-teacher trust and
reflective dialogue, collective responsibilities, use of assessment data, and
focus on student learning.
2. There will be a difference in teacher-to-teacher trust, reflective dialogue,
collective responsibility, use of assessment data and focus on student learning
between teachers in private/parochial, charter public, and non-charter public
school settings.
3. Reflective dialogue, collective responsibility, use of assessment data, and
focus on student learning can be predicted based on teacher-to-teacher trust
and the type of school setting.
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Overview of Research Methodology
A quantitative method approach was employed using excerpts from a validated
survey instrument previously used in the Chicago school reform efforts during the 1990s
and used specifically in the Bryk and Schneider (2002) study. The survey was used with
the permission of the University of Chicago Consortium on Chicago School Research
(see Appendix H) to collect data from teachers in private/parochial schools within the
metropolitan Chicago area. The survey was distributed via email or hard copy (limited to
schools with 10 or fewer teachers on staff) to all private/parochial teachers in the city of
Chicago during the spring semester of the 2012–2013 school year. In addition,
previously collected data from the non-charter public and charter public schools in the
metropolitan Chicago area were analyzed along with the newly collected data from the
private/parochial arena to answer the hypotheses presented in this study. Chapter III
provides detailed information on the methods used in this study.
Study Limitations and Delimitations
A major delimitation of this study is that the participants came from one large
metropolitan city in the Midwest. The teachers (participants) reflected only those
teachers who took the time to respond to the survey. This study is also limited to the
reliability and the validity of the instrument, My Voice, My School teacher survey, used
to collect the data. This instrument was designed by Bryk and Schneider, both from the
University of Chicago, during their involvement in the Chicago school reform during the
1990s. This survey instrument has been used in the city of Chicago biannually since
1997, and in the cities of Detroit and Baltimore to measure fundamental practices and
conditions that advance student learning.
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Conceptual Framework
In this study I attempted to compare the teacher-to-teacher relational trust factor
in three differing school environments: private/parochial, charter public, and non-charter
public school. I also examined how the teacher-to-teacher trust level affects the
collaborative working relationships among faculty in the areas of reflective dialogue,
collective responsibility, use of data assessment, and focus on student learning. The
working hypothesis for this study is that there will be a positive relationship between
teacher-to-teacher trust levels and the four constructs of reflective dialogue, collective
responsibility, use of assessment data, and focus on student learning. Additionally, the
second hypothesis for this study is that the difference in school setting among
private/parochial, charter public, and non-charter public will make a difference in
teacher-to-teacher trust levels, use of assessment data, focus on student learning,
collective responsibility, and reflective dialogue. The final hypothesis for this study is
that the four other constructs that are to be measured in this study can be predicted on the
teacher-to-teacher trust levels and type of school setting. I considered in my hypothesis
not only the shared missions and belief system of these school entities, but the facts of
culture and collective teacher commitment. According to Senge (1990), “The whole
organization must be engaged and committed, both in favor of a shared vision and in a
rigorous search for the truth” (p. 438).
Trust among adults in schools makes a significant impact on student learning,
especially trust among teachers within the same school. Dirks and Ferrin (2001) argued
that trust does not directly result in desirable outcomes, but rather “provides the
conditions under which certain outcomes, such as cooperation and higher performance,
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are likely to occur” (p. 457). This is consistent with Bromiley and Cummings’ (1993)
claim that trust affects the processes and structures of organizations. Bromiley and
Cummings made the same argument for schools: trust enhances school performance by
directly contributing to the development of affective and cognitive norms that support
student and school achievement (p. 132). Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, and Hoy (2001)
discovered, in an analysis of survey data from more than 400 teachers and 2,500
elementary school students, that teacher trust significantly predicted students’ reading
and math scores (p. 13). Teachers rely on each other for peer support, curriculum
progression, professional input, problem solving and, least of all, for adult interaction.
There needs to be a level of trust among colleagues for school cohesiveness and goal
achievement. Gery (2007) found that Bryk and Schneider’s research determined that
high relational trust correlates with a high level of teacher efficacy and is built and
maintained through repeated social exchanges (p. 6).
“In addition to the strong body of research linking school climate to student
achievement, several studies have found a robust link between faculty trust and student
achievement” (DiPaola & Guy, 2009, p. 386). There are other significant adult
relationships within a school environment, which include the administrator–teacher
relationship, the principal–teacher relationship, and the parent–teacher relationship,
which are all critical to teacher success. Faculty trust has proven to be the most
significant within these categories. Teachers rely on their colleagues for their personal
success, which is measured, for teachers, by student success.
Figure 1 illustrates the factors that my study examined, which are related to the
teacher-to-teacher trust levels in differing school settings. Also, my study looked at the
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differences in the factors of relational trust and four other factors commonly associated in
the research with a school-wide focus on improvement and/or actual improvements in
student outcomes. Those four factors, along with the relational trust factor, are examined
explicitly in the Bryk and Schneider survey instrument titled, My Voice, My School, and
used initially in their 2002 study of the relationship between relational trust and student
achievement in the Chicago Public Schools (both traditional public and charter public).

Focus on
student
learning

Private/Parochial
Schools

Interactions
between all
constructs

(shared mission/beliefs)

High
Teacher to
Teacher
Trust
Level

Charter Public
Schools

Interactions
between all
constructs

(shared mission/beliefs)

Non-Charter Public
Schools
(shared mission/beliefs)

Interactions
between all
constructs

Use of
assessment
data

Collective
responsibility

Reflective
dialogue

Figure 1: Conceptual framework for this study: Interplay between teacher to teacher
trust levels, school types, and intrinsic school factors.
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Factors that lead to trusting relationships also facilitate school effectiveness.
According to Kouzes and Posner (1993), “Trust is at the heart of fostering collaboration.
It’s the central issue in human relationships within and outside the organization. Trust is
also an essential element of organizational effectiveness” (p. 163). Relational trust is
broadly based, primarily concerned with intentions, and resilient (Daly, 2009, p. 168).
Schools, as stated before, are a unique entity. Organizations, on the whole, do not have a
corporate “belief” system and are not tied to human success as the ultimate goal.
Schools, on the other hand, need to have both to prosper. Are relational trust levels
different in private/parochial, charter public, and non-charter public school environments
where the “belief” system is inherently built into the mission of the school? Does the
level of teacher trust correlate to the ability to form a cohesive unit that can work together
to utilize strategies, information and cohesiveness to increase student learning? If so,
then what are those correlations and in what type of school setting does this occur?
“Indeed if trust is a mediator of relationships between school disadvantage and academic
achievement, it is essential that efforts to improve schools and increase achievement
include a focus on building and maintaining trust in schools” (Goddard, Salloum, &
Berebitsky, 2009, p. 309).
Relational trust is unique in having a foundation “founded both on beliefs and
observed behavior” (Kenny, 2005, p. 22). Research on trust in schools is relatively
recent, with studies conducted by Currall (1992) and Bryk and Schneider (2002) leading
the way. However, interest in the dynamics of trust has manifested itself in the realm of
organizational theory for a longer time. Research on trust in organizations can be of
significant importance as it relates to relationships in schools. Tschannen-Moran and
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Hoy (2000) found that when relationships are embedded in an organizational context, the
dimensions and dynamics of trust have a very real impact on the collective sense of
effectiveness of the entire organization (p. 588).
Relational trust, then, at its most basic level, is grounded in the day-to-day
judgments of the intentions of other school adults from within the set of role-relations
characterizing the social organization of schooling (e.g., teacher-teacher, teacherprincipal, etc.). But while trust originates from among these interactions, these
judgments also have important consequences at the organizational level—when relational
trust is high among the various role-sets, the school as an organizational entity is likely to
exhibit properties of its operation that are more conducive to school improvement, such
as more effective decision making and stronger social support for innovation and/or
change (Ford, 2010, p. 14).
Perceptions of high trust within a school have been tied to “teachers’ sense of a
collaborative work environment, engagement in organizational citizenship behaviors, and
improvement in academic productivity” (Chhuon, Gilkey, Gonzalez, Daly, & Chrispeels,
2008, p. 230). Each of these behaviors is linked to the relationships among the faculty
and, more specifically, to the trust levels within those relationships. Teachers in
successful schools form professional learning communities (Schmoker, 2004, p. 49).
These professional learning communities develop relationships that lead to a
collaborative culture within the school. This culture in turn lets the teachers evolve “as
reflective practitioners who use innovative teaching methods and attain high levels of
student learning” (Isai, 2010, p. 17). DuFour and Eaker (1998) found that an
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environment fostering mutual cooperation with staff vision statements led to improved
educational outcomes for students.
Senge (1990) identified the fact that what has been missing in the educational
arena is a shared vision among staff for students to learn and excel (p. 9). Shared beliefs
shape the culture of a school. Teachers’ beliefs about their faculty’s capability to educate
students create a norm that influences the actions and achievements of schools (Goddard,
Hoy, & Hoy, 2000, p. 502). Relational trust creates an environment in which individuals
share a moral commitment to act in the interests of the collectivity. Broadly defined, it
sustains an ethical imperative among organizational members to do what is right and
good. This ethical basis for individual action constitutes a moral resource which the
institution can draw upon to initiate and sustain change (Bryk & Schneider, 1996, p. 35).
As stated earlier, school reform and accountability are currently of significant
importance. These are issues that require much effort and community building within the
school environment in order for change to happen. Therefore, the groundwork for school
reform must be built with a strong foundation, and relational trust is a good piece of that
foundational work.
Further Background on Factors Included in the Conceptual Framework
Relational trust, by definition (Bryk & Schneider, 1996; Putnam, 1993), is
reciprocal in that those in the group must mutually respect each other (Ryan, 1999, p. 35).
We know that relational trust is linked to student achievement at the elementary level
from the research by Bryk and Schneider done in the 1990s and early 2000s and also
Goddard et al. (2009). Teachers, by nature of their jobs, work in isolated environments
for the majority of their workdays. Contact with other teachers, administrators, and
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parents is limited to planning time and after school hours. Building relationships is
difficult, but building positive relationships is an overarching need to guarantee the
overall success of the school. In essence, high relational trust correlates with a high level
of teacher efficacy and is built and maintained through repeated social exchanges (Gery,
2007, p. 6).
Building Trust
In their study of trust in urban elementary schools in Chicago, Bryk and Schneider
(2002) conceptualized relational trust as an emergent property of the everyday
interactions between and among adults in the school setting. Relational trust represented
a significant break with earlier conceptualizations of trust from economics and
psychology which were based upon moral authority or contracts. According to Ford
(2010), Bryk and Schneider observed that schools, unlike other organizations, are often
striving to achieve multiple, interrelated goals at the same time (high goal incongruence),
while the means for achieving these multiple outcomes remain complex and diffuse
(p. 13). Schools are unique organizations. Not only are they directed to produce a
quality product, they are governed by numerous federal and state mandates. Also, they
must continue to meet parental expectations. Schools must then be examined and
scrutinized using a special set of “lenses” due to the fact they are in an exclusive entity.
Bryk and Schneider (2002) understood that “the form that trust takes depends on
the nature of the specific social institution in which it is embedded” (p. 29). In the end,
they discovered that relational trust is a property of a particular system of social exchange
located somewhere in between two other forms of institutional trust. Relational trust
views the social exchanges of schooling as organized around a distinct set of role
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relationships—teachers with students, teachers with other teachers, teachers with parents,
and with their school principal (Barry, 2008, p. 20).
The four considerations in determining trust center on respect, competence,
personal regard, and integrity. The multitudes of interactions that take place on a day-today basis in school provide numerous opportunities for relational trust to build or break
down. As stated in Bryk et al. (1993), “When school community members sense being
cared about, they experience a social affiliation of personal meaning and value. Such
actions invite reciprocation from others and thereby intensify the relational ties between
them” (p. 87).
As indicated before, in most schools teachers are isolated and have few
opportunities to interact with their colleagues. Grade level differences between primary
and middle school teachers and departmental specializations also contribute to the lack of
social interaction. Without a structure that facilitates sustained teacher conversations
through teams or other forms of cooperative exchange, there may be few opportunities
for teachers to work out differences and enlarge a common set of understandings of the
reciprocal obligations held among various members (Bryk & Schneider, 2003, p. 41).
“A group whose members manifest trustworthiness and place extensive trust in
one another will be able to accomplish much more than a comparable group lacking
trustworthiness and trust” (Coleman, 1990, p. 304). Bryk and Schneider (2002) indicated
that a relationship between positive efficacy beliefs, coupled with high social trust, will
lead teachers to support the idea of collective responsibility for student success (p. 90).
This belief that teachers are “working toward a common goal for which they are all
responsible is a binding element” (Fisler & Firestone, 2006, p. 1159). At the school
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level, trust is less of an individual discernment and more of a collective orientation shared
by role group members and this collective orientation guides or constrains interactions
among agents. Social construction is the primary formation process at the school level,
not individual discernment. With reference to the relationship of social structure and
organizational behavior, “It does not matter who the individuals are; the organization has
established a system of norms and expectations to be followed regardless of who its
personnel happen to be” (Adams & Forsyth, 2009, p. 132). A collective “vision” for
schools is a worthy goal. The more homogenous the group of individuals can become in
their thinking, the more they can focus on the same end goal. This is a lofty goal, but at
many times hard to achieve due to the logistical structure of most non-charter public
school settings.
Examining the social networks that comprise a school setting provides a window
into its culture. How teachers work, learn, and play together suggests the values and
beliefs of each staff member as well as the beliefs held by the composite. When staff
members are aligned to a common vision in an organization, everyone has a clear sense
of the shared values and goals to which they are dedicated (Waetjen, 2005, p. 11). If
personnel are committed to the same values, then that should improve the conditions
under which relational trust can be cultivated. From the research and outcomes that have
been validated, it appears that relational trust is an item that can be utilized to improve
student learning. Could school districts utilize this information during their hiring
processes to determine the compatibility of potential teacher candidate to the culture of
the school? This compatibility should therefore increase the potential for relational trust
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to be established between staff members due to the shared beliefs and philosophies
thereby increasing the student achievement possibility.
Integral to building relational trust is the existence and support of a teacher
learning community. One of the principal sources for teacher learning is through their
colleagues. A functional teacher learning community has the capacity to impact student
achievement when a common learning culture is facilitated and supported (Gery, 2007,
p. 6). Furthermore, according to Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2008), a teacher
community with a high level of relational trust among its members often shares a belief
that it is able to achieve and sustain reform.
Interconnected Variables
“The five interconnected variables of a professional learning community are
reflective dialogue, collaborative activity, the deprivation of practice, a shared sense of
purpose or collective responsibility and focus on student learning” (Lamas, Hofman, &
Becker, 2011, p. 723). All of the above variables are dependent on a level of trust among
teachers in the school situation. “Trust fosters a set of organizational conditions that
make it more conducive for individuals to sustain the kinds of activities necessary to
affect productivity improvements” (Bryk & Schneider, 2002, p. 116).
Reflective dialogue is an activity which requires teachers not only to be
introspective but to engage in professional conversations with colleagues to improve both
their teaching and outcomes for their students. In order for teachers to discuss and reflect
on their personal teaching strategies and to open themselves up for analysis requires a
social-psychological relationship with their colleagues. Reflective dialogue can affect
commitment to two processes: “On one hand reflection on teaching empowers teachers
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and leads to greater commitment and, on the other hand, the mutual sharing offers
teachers a great sense of belonging to the school” (Chan, Lau, Lim, & Hogan, 2008,
p. 624).
Student learning is, of course, the goal of all instruction. Teachers are dependent
on each other to create an interwoven system that builds upon the learning that has
occurred in previous grades taught by colleagues and also on future teachers in the
district. This system creates, in theory, a seamless network of goals, objectives, skills
and knowledge that are based on a school wide vision for their student’s education.
Professionally supportive relationships among teachers within schools provide for
increased student learning (Louis & Marks, 1998, p. 534). Colleagues in the field of
education are in a unique situation in that their “product” (student learning) is a
cumulative situation and is based on specific expectations of prior and future educational
expertise. Goddard et al. (2001) asserted generally that trust “seems to foster a context
that supports student achievement” (p. 14). According to Forsythe, Barnes, and Adams’
(2006) research on trust and school efficacy, done in the 1990s, relational trust plays a
role in predicting the school’s effectiveness in their educational endeavors (p. 137).
According to Lamos et al. (2011), collective responsibility is an emphasis that
teachers place on teaching for authentic student learning (p. 723). It is a shared sense of
purpose that the staff conveys regarding school mission and principles that define the
daily operations of the school. Lamos et al. (2011) also found that collective
responsibility for learning to have consistent positive effects on student achievement
(p. 729). When schools are categorized by high levels of trust, teachers tend to feel a
greater responsibility and are more likely to invest themselves in the operations of the
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school (Goddard et al., 2009, p. 298). Trust, again, is a common thread that connects all
elements of school improvement and student achievement.
Data assessment can be defined as giving, receiving, and analyzing knowledge
that is are critical to school improvement. Organizations are increasingly realizing that it
is very difficult in a world that is rampant with data to create visions of the future without
sharing and examining what is known (Earle & Fullan, 2003, p. 392). Sharing and
examination of assessments and turning that information into knowledge and vision are a
“human process and become valuable when they are shared and applied in a social
context” (Brown & Duguid, 2000, p. 75). Schools are working under extreme pressure
based on student performance on state assessments. Student performance on these
assessments is the foundation for school funding and is available not only to teachers,
parents and the entire community for scrutiny. To succeed, schools need to take control
of their futures by utilizing the assessment data available to them to improve student
performance and to make effective changes to curriculum, teaching strategies and
outcomes. According to Forsyth et al. (2006), when teachers are surrounded by a trusting
environment they feel empowered to believe in themselves, colleagues and their ability to
work together to make needed changes (p. 126).
The common beliefs that emerge from relationships within an organization define
the shared story of the organization. Education has only superficially explored the
relevance of network relationships in education (Waetjen, 2005, p. 11). According to
Bryk and Schneider (2002), schools with high trust levels have been found to be more
likely to seek new ideas, reach out to the community, and commit to organizational goals.
The good news is that the route to maximizing a school’s effectiveness lies along a path
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that is not immune to conscious efforts at building teacher trust. The centrality of trust in
school organizations seems unassailable (Forsyth et al., 2006, p. 138).
Summary of Chapter I
Schools have traditionally been part of the community in which they are located.
Neighborhood public schools were the only choice for most parents. Hopefully, the
parental values and that of the school were compatible, as choices were limited. Now,
with schools of choice, charter, private, and home-schooling options available, parents
are more likely to “shop around” to find a school that has the same ideologies as the
home environment. “In other words, stakeholders of all types are interested in
associating with organizations with whom they can identify, and with whom they
perceive a match in values” (Earle, 2010, p. 544). This association between parents and
school, in this case, leads to a trust level inherent in the matching of ideals. Rarely do
contemporary non-charter public schools possess the homogenous environment that
permits the development of organic trust. Bryk and Schneider’s (2002) explication of
organic trust is especially useful for understanding school trust. They explain organic
trust as being characterized by dense relationships and unquestioning faith in the mission
of an organization, plus based on the degree individual/ group ideologies converge
around a core set of beliefs. Alignment between the moral purpose of the group/
individual moral values produces organic trust (p. 254). Diverse experiences,
expectations, conditions, and cultures are the norm for most schools, even those with
little ethnic or economic diversity, and such diversity makes it difficult for social bonds
to form naturally around shared ideologies (Adams, Forsyth, & Mitchell, 2009, p. 10).
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Teachers and their ties to each other communally are the glue that holds the
school together and provides for student success. Whether that teacher teaches in a noncharter public, private/parochial, or charter public school, the end result, student success,
is what the teacher looks to in order to gauge his own professional expertise. Teachers
need support in order to succeed and to make their students succeed. Teachers also need
to have relational trust with their colleagues in order to share information, discuss
curriculum, work together for the common good and open themselves up to dialogue and
evaluation by peers.
The fact that private/parochial schools and charter public schools tend to have a
commonality of shared vision for the school (Bulach, Brown, & Potter, 1998, p. 449)
would lead to the hypothesis that relational trust levels would be higher in those schools
that in the non-charter public school arena. It would also follow that parochial/private
school relational trust levels would be higher than those of the charter public and noncharter public schools due to moral, ethical, cultural or other ties to the communities they
serve and a commitment among teachers to the shared values of that community.
Additionally, higher teacher-to-teacher trust levels have been shown to improve
professional working environments and improve student learning. My study examined
how these differing school environments and teacher-to-teacher trust levels link to the
constructs of reflective teacher dialogue, student learning, collective teacher
responsibility, and use of assessment to improve educational outcomes, in an effort to test
the working hypotheses stated in this chapter.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Philosopher Sissela Bok (1978, as cited in Ford, 2010) once wrote, “Whatever
matters to human beings, trust is the atmosphere in which it thrives” ( p. 31). Our entire
society, the very fabric of our daily living, rests on trust. According to Kenny (2005),
“trust has been examined in the literature of personality development, social learning
theory, interpersonal psychology, and organizational theory” (p. 3). Trust must exist at
some level before collaborative relationships are explored, and it becomes the connective
fiber for networks of social exchanges. Ford (2010) found that trust is an essential
component in any meaningful and/or productive relationship, whether it be between
school colleagues or otherwise (p. 31). School reform and school improvement are
presently issues of major concern in the field of education. According to Goddard
(2003), improving trusting relationships among school personnel can lead to improved
student performance, as shown in research indicating a connection between these two
components (p. 63). As reflected in the research of Bryk and Schneider from the early
2000s and Lee and Croninger in the 1990s, student performance can improve by
increasing the trust levels among school personnel. This avenue can be utilized as a tool
that any school district could implement to increase school improvement.
This chapter presents the literature on research completed on the issue of trust
over the last 50 years, the history of the construct of trust in different venues, components
of trust from the perspectives of varying viewpoints, and the evolution of the concept of
26
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relational trust in the educational setting including its impacts on school improvement.
The review begins by tracing the early trust theorists and their philosophies and then
progresses to the more modern, blending constructs of the same paradigm by researchers
from differing backgrounds. The concept of social capital, which was presented in the
1990s by both Coleman and Putnam, is explored as to its role in the building of the
relational trust concept. The differing types of trust that have been theorized and
researched are also presented, along with their implications in the field of education.
Lastly, a review of how research on trust in the field of education has impacted school
reform and improvement is examined.
Trust has been defined differently in literature. Most definitions view trust as “a
psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive
expectations of the intentions or behavior of another” (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, &
Camerer, 1998, p. 395). Solomon and Flores (2001) opened their discussion on trust by
describing it as an essential human value that everyone understands until it comes into
question. They suggest that people are “more than eager to agree that trust is essential to
a smoothly working, efficient corporate culture . . . but if asked to define exactly what
this trust consists in, they treat us to clichés and misunderstandings” (p. 4). Lencioni
(2002) suggested that “trust lies at the heart of a functioning, cohesive team” and that its
absence is the main dysfunction of teamwork (p. 16). Baier (1986) described trust as
“relying on others’ ability and readiness to look after rather than harm what is entrusted
to their care” (p. 231). Bryk and Schneider (2002) described respect, competence,
personal regard for others, and integrity as criteria for the discernment of trust (p. 102).
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Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999) demonstrated considerable overlap across 16
different conceptualizations of trust found in the literature. From their analysis, they
concluded that trust is a multifaceted construct involving a willingness to accept risk on
the basis of judgments that a trusted party is benevolent, honest, open, reliable, and
competent (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000, p. 547). Christiansen Swain (2007) found
that trust is a complex dynamic particularly as it relates to “organizational processes such
as communication, collaboration, climate, organizational citizenship, efficacy, and
effective” (p. 8). Goddard (2003) also found that trust has been studied in conjunction
with other issues in which trust is a major factor and the roots of trust theory are
ensconced in the research of early psychiatrists and psychologists (p. 60).
Several researchers indicate that trust has elements within its context. Hayward
(2011) identified respect as vital for establishing trust within schools because at the core
of a trusting relationship is the ability to hear as well as to listen to what the “other” has
to say (p. 145). Bryk and Schneider (1996) noted that respect applies to all of the
relations within the school community: student and teacher, teacher and parent, and
teacher and administration. The research argues that all stakeholders want to know that
what they bring to the table will be shown respect by being heard.
A second element is competence. As the same authors (Bryk & Schneider, 1999)
point out, there is an expectation that all parties within a school will serve others in the
school community to their fullest ability; where there is gross incompetence, there is an
erosion of trust (p. 38). Competence that builds trust is based on the assumption that
individuals will do what is expected of them. Hayward (2011) also found in his research
that personal regard for others supports the assertion that caring for and about others is a
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powerful dimension of trust. The process of caring for others benefits the community
because members make meaning out of the care being shown toward them as well as the
care that they are exhibiting (p. 143).
Another major component is integrity. Goddard (2003) found that the most
commonly recognized facet of trust is benevolence, or placing the needs of others ahead
of one’s own. Benevolent behavior on the part of those who are trusted is central to the
mitigation of risk in the absence of contracts or other formal regulatory structures that can
guarantee a given performance (p. 60). The same author identified three other facets of
trust: (a) honesty, referring to engaging others with sincerity and truth; (b) openness,
referring to fully exposing one’s sanctions; and (c) intentions in social exchanges and
reliability, referring to the degree to which one party can be depended upon to perform
agreed-upon responsibilities (p. 59).
Common Threads
Trust, as it appears in the literature, has some common threads that researchers
have identified over the years. Vulnerability is one such thread. According to Zahra,
Yavus, and Ucbasaran (2006), there is convergence in the literature that trust involves a
willingness to be vulnerable, positive expectations regarding another’s motives and/or
conduct, and mutual interdependence and risk (p. 542). Additionally, Rousseau et al.
(1998) surveyed the existing literature, and proposed a generic definition of trust as “a
psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive
expectations of the intentions or behavior of another” (p. 394).
Risk taking is another common thread. Hoy, Gage, and Tarter (2006, p. 238)
found that as a basic aspect of social interaction, trust involves taking risks and making
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people believe that others would act in ways that are not detrimental to their community
so that people make themselves vulnerable to others. Fukuyama (1995) found that trust
reflects the expectations that arise from a regular, honest, and cooperative community and
is based on commonly shared norms and on the part of other members of the community
(p. 86). According to Vangen and Huxham’s (2005) research, trust is not static (p. 10).
Butler and Gill (1996) report that the creation of trust can be rooted either in anticipation
that something will be forthcoming or on common past satisfactory experiences (p. 81).
Gomibuchi (2004) also concluded that trust is not a static and stable phenomenon, even
between the same “trustees” (the party to be trusted) and “trustors” (the trusting party).
Rather, it can change over time, finding itself in any of the three different phases:
“building, stability or dissolution” (p. 28).
The last common thread that weaves together the concept of trust is freedom.
Solomon and Flores (2001) referred to trust as freedom:
the freedom to engage in projects that one could not or would not undertake on
one’s own . . . the freedom to think for oneself and speak up with one’s ideas. It
includes as a consequence the freedom to be questioned and criticized—the right
to be recognized and rewarded. (p. 8)
Types of Trust
Various kinds of trust have also been identified in the literature. Solomon and
Flores (2001) identified authentic trust. Authentic trust can be distinguished from basic,
blind, and simple trust; it is not the primal, unthinking sort of emotion that is so often
connected with trust (p. 47). These authors (Solomon & Flores, 2001) believe that
authentic trust involves self-confidence and self-trust, as well as learning how to
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negotiate making and receiving assessments. These practices “form the core of our
strategy for building trust in organizations” (p. 121). According to Solomon and Flores,
“trusting is a choice, a decision, and authentic trusting takes into primary account the way
the relationship will change as a result” (p. 95).
Drawing on a variety of past interpretations, Rousseau and colleagues (1998)
identified these two main types of trust: one that is based on the relations between the
trusting person and the other (relational trust), and one that is based upon past behavior of
the other and/or constraints on future behavior (calculative trust) (p. 393). Earle (2010)
believed that calculative trust is grounded in a person’s evaluation of risks in lieu of
returns in a relationship and is based on the rational-choice type of economic exchange
model which is restricted to certain exchanges under specific conditions (p. 573).
Rosseau et al.’s (1998) interpretation of relational trust is based on the social interactions
that take place between two or more individuals. Where relational trust prevails, people
become more interested in maintaining their social interactions while de-emphasizing
potential losses or gains (p. 393). Bryk and Schneider (1996) feel that relational trust is
based on repeated past interactions between the parties, with the proven reliability and
dependability of trustees featuring prominently (p. 56).
In this research, I am interested in how relational trust is pertinent in an
educational setting. Both Bryk and Schneider’s (2002) and Lee and Croninger’s (1994)
research revealed that there is a connection between strong relationships and student
achievement (Adams & Forsyth, 2009, p. 127). The fact that trust of an organization and
its leadership has productivity consequences for people within that organization is
reasonably and empirically supported in the school literature (Forsyth et al., 2006,
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p. 129). Do different school environments lead to different levels of trust among
teachers? Could it be that, by the very nature of the organization, trust levels are
different? Forsyth et al. (2006) found that one framework, organic trust, is based on
unquestioning belief in the moral authority of an institution. This type of trust, requiring
“extensive consensus about beliefs and a moral vision,” is unconditional and results in
strong social bonds and institutional identity. Organic trust depends on a broad range of
shared beliefs, a condition not especially common in the diverse, contemporary social
environment (p. 123).
Factors Affecting Trust
Several factors have been shown to affect the atmosphere in which trust can
flourish. According to Lee, Zhang, and Yin (2011), although the literature provides little
systematic examination of the effect of demographic similarity or dissimilarity on the
development of trust, a similarity-trust/dissimilarity-distrust paradigm seems to dominate
the trust literature (p. 820). According to Lee et al. (2011), sharing similar views can, in
turn, smooth interactions and provide opportunities for positive social exchanges between
members of the group (p. 821). Together, these findings suggest that differences in
expectations and beliefs are potential sources of disagreement (Lau, Lam, & Salamon,
2008, p. 191).
Ford (2010) stated that the “cellular structure” of American classrooms has
historically led teachers to experience a significant amount of isolation from their
colleagues (p. 167). This fact has resulted in a high degree of independence in teaching
practice, little if any collaboration around instruction, lack of a common culture and
language around instruction, and few shared norms around teaching as researched by
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Fullan (2005, p. 59). In Gross’s (2011) research from the Center of Reinventing Public
Education 4-year study of charter public schools, a match between school staff and
school mission is critical, and this is reflected in the way charter public schools approach
recruiting and hiring teachers (p. 8). Creating smaller organizations that operate
independently of a large district structure elevates the importance of teamwork and
relationships in schools, especially charter public schools. According to Gross, trust
becomes an essential component in a school’s success and viability (p. 2).
In their research in Belgium of 2000 secondary schools, Van Maele and Van
Houtte (2009) concluded that because organizational context is critical in understanding
trust, contextual factors at the school level may be viewed as influencing trust within
schools (p. 557). They conducted studies to find out in what school environments
teachers espoused different levels of trust in their students. Rousseau et al. (1998)
established that contextual factors at the school level may be viewed as influencing trust
within schools (p. 394). The social context of groups and subgroups has to be taken into
account when examining the dynamics of trust within schools because the norms of such
groups could lead to an enhancement of in-group-based trust as well as a decrease in trust
toward the out-group (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000, pp. 549-550). Therefore, we look
at the association between teachers’ trust and school characteristics that denote an
organization’s value culture, and group composition. Beginning with the research of
Coleman, Hoffer, and Kilgore in 1987, this found that the organizational value culture
differs between Catholic and charter public schools, and indicated increased effectiveness
of educational outcomes in these situations. This is reflected in a higher stock of social
capital for Catholic schools as compared to charter public schools (Coleman, Hoffer, &
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Kilgore, 1987, p. 68). Bryk, Lee, and Holland (1993) proposed a greater chance of
developing a sense of community among teachers within Catholic schools (p. 144).
Kochanek (2005) stated that social similarities may be grounds for trust in schools
(p. 434). Researchers Van Maele and Van Houtte (2009) also found that social class,
immigrant, and gender composition could influence a staff’s level of trust (p. 559) as did
Bryk and Schneider in 2002 (p. 114). Also, teachers are affected by a school’s
socioeconomic composition (Thrupp & Woods, 2000, p. 109). The lower the
socioeconomic status, the less teachable teachers find their students (Van Houtte, 2004,
p. 354). Trust roots itself in many different venues of research. According to Kenny
(2005), developmental psychology tells us that we learn to trust in infancy and begin to
have a predisposition and set of attitudes that continue to be developed during early
childhood. Social learning theory informs us that man’s behavior is determined by his
goals (p. 25). Organizational psychologists studying interpersonal behavior explain how
trust develops to create and enhance effective relationships, and the “authentic trust”
model conceived by Solomon and Flores (2001, p. 91) defined an operationalized trust as
the basis for all personal, social, and work interactions and relationships. The next
section gives a brief historical background into the topic of trust.
Historical Perspective on Trust
Deutsch was one of the first in modern history to explore the theory of trust. He
wrote a seminal work on the subject and, starting in 1954, published articles on the
subject throughout his entire career (Tasdan & Yalçin, 2010, p. 2611). He was a social
psychologist and researcher. According to Solomon and Flores (2001), trust for Deutsch
had either positive or negative motivational consequences, depending upon whether or
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not the trust was fulfilled. When the fulfillment of trust is not certain, the individual has
conflicting tendencies and will avoid engaging in a trusting relationship (p. 15).
According to Kenny (2005), Deutsch also emphasized that predictability does not explain
what trust is in its entirety, because the willingness to take a risk in a relationship or to be
vulnerable is not considered. The notion of “motivational relevance” is also necessary if
one has an expectation that something will occur (p. 145).
Trust has many beneficial consequences, and, according to Erickson, a
psychiatrist, starts early in life. In 1953, Erickson explained that basic trust is established
in early infancy, mediated and influenced by the mother’s interaction with the child
(Kenny, 2005, p. 3). Erickson (1962) discussed the importance of this basic trust in the
development of ego identity and qualified this sense of basic trust as the cornerstone of a
healthy personality and ability to function socially. He was one of the first theorists to
make the distinction between trust and confidence, and maintained that a sense of basic
trust and its dominance over mistrust was necessary for a healthy personality (Erickson,
1962, p. 248).
Rotter began exploring interpersonal trust about 42 years ago. In 1954, he
published his seminal work, Social Learning and Clinical Psychology. In this
publication, he suggested his social learning theory, which suggests that behavior is
influenced by social context and not just psychological factors (Rotter, 1954, p. 105).
According to Kenny (2005), Rotter discussed the importance of trust, and found the
entire fabric of our day-to-day living, of our social order, rests on trust. If trust weakens,
the social order collapses (p. 143). Rotter (1970) conceived interpersonal trust “as an
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expectance held by an individual or a group that the word, promise, verbal or written
statement of another individual can be relied upon” (p. 323).
During the 1970s, Gabarro combined the theory of trust with relationships.
According to Kenny (2005), the model conceived by Gabarro in 1978 evidenced various
qualities or attributes that influence the development of trust in a relationship. Trust
evolves or fails to evolve when two people have a relationship, whether personal or work
related (p. 19). Gabarro (1972) found that whether or not interpersonal trust is created
depends on the range of experiences, incidents, events, and interactions. A positive or
negative influence will determine the basis for trust or lack of trust in a relationship
(p. 290). Gabarro expanded this definition to include the dynamics of interpersonal
influence and mutual expectations. Gabarro’s focus on relationship building focused
primarily in the area of management and corporate organizational structures (p. 187).
Also, in 1972, Gabarro completed a phenomenological, humanistic, and pragmatic study
to determine what makes relationships effective and satisfying in the workplace (p. 294).
Gibb’s theory of trust (1978) comes from the German word trost, meaning
comfort, which implies instinctive, unquestioning belief in and reliance upon something.
Kenny (2005) found that according to Gibb, the phenomenon of trust is something very
much like love, and its presence or absence can make a powerful difference in our lives
(p. 14). This model encompasses a spiritual quality about the phenomenon of trust which
plays an important role in many realms of life and existence. Also, according to Kenny
(2005), in her research in trusting relationships in the school environment, trust provides
an environment that nourishes personal growth, holistic health, spirituality, and the
discovery of the soul; wherever people are close and intimate, loving, interdependent, and
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open to one another; wherever instinct or knowledge give us a sense of being able to be
ourselves with others, that provides a basis for trust. (p. 19)
Later in the 1970s, Luhmann, a German sociologist, viewed trust as interpersonal
and did not define one’s relationship within functional systems such as the economy or
government as part of the definition. His theory on trust was predicated on the question
of communication (Luhmann, 1998, p. 67). He, among other trust theorists, made a clear
distinction between trust and confidence, and used the difference between the
contingencies of risk and danger to explain the importance of trust in interpersonal
relationships as compared to confidence in systems that do not require personal relations
(Kenny, 2005, p. 9).
In the early 1990s several other “trust theories” emerged. In 1993, psychologist
Bandura presented his social cognitive theory, the main concept of which is that an
individual’s actions and reactions in almost every situation are influenced by the actions
which that individual has observed in others (Albert & Luzzo, 1999, p. 432). Butler and
Gill (1996) saw trust increasing through a “cycle of learning” (p. 45), which is manifested
in an atmosphere in which expectations are formed on one hand and fulfilled on the other.
Vangen and Huxham (2005) also found that reciprocity is another element of the cycle of
trust which indicates an “I trust because you trust” cycle of belief. All of these theories
built upon prior work and elements to better hone the parameters of what the components
of trust actually are (p. 92).
In 2000, Putnam introduced his social capital theory in his book Bowling Alone.
The social capital theory is based on broad agreement that social capital is a resource
based on relationships among people. These in turn generate secondary features such as
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knowledge and trust, which then facilitate reciprocity and cooperation (Kilpatrick, Field,
& Falk, 2003, p. 419). Coleman’s (1988, 1990) and Putnam’s (1993, 2000) definitions,
each based on extensive empirical research, are among the most widely cited. As
Kilpatrick, Field, and Falk (2003) noted, a qualification added by a number of writers,
including Putnam, is that networks and norms are capable of being used for mutual or
collective benefit (p. 420). Social capital is represented as a particular kind of an
available resource. Unlike other forms of capital, social capital is inherent in the
structure of relationships between and among actors (Coleman, 1990, p. 98). Lin (1999)
found in his research that Bourdieu’s conceptualization of social capital does not extend
to the shared investments and benefits of mutuality; by contrast, Coleman’s work is more
concerned with understanding how individuals come to cooperate in groups in order to
advance their individual interests (p. 49).
Both Coleman (1990) and Putnam (1993, 2000), in their work with social capital
theory, have been central to this theory’s widespread appeal to educational researchers
and policymakers (Wall, Ferrazzi, & Schryer, 1998, p. 322). Goddard (2003) found that
social networks provide opportunities for exchange of information that can facilitate
outcomes desirable to group members. Without social relations, there is no possibility
for the exchange of information or the enforcement of norms that facilitate collective
goals (p. 62). Putnam (1993) described social capital as “features of social organization,
such as, trust, norms, and networks that can improve the efficiency of society by
facilitating coordinated actions” (p. 37). Sandefur and Laumann (1998) assert that social
capital conveys benefits through the provision of information, influence and control, and
social solidarity (p. 481).
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DeFilippis (2001) believes that social capital is embedded in social relationships
(p. 111). Briggs (1998) argued that in order for social capital to produce positive
outcomes, policy within an organization must be designed to “specify the ends desired
and consider whether particular kinds of relationships are likely to promote them”
(p. 112). There are two types of positive outcomes possible from interactions that use
social capital. According to Kilpatrick et al. (2003), these outcomes can be either
(a) cooperation for the benefit of the community or its members, or (b) the building of a
shared vision for the future (p. 425). Goddard (2003) found that social capital is
frequently conceived as a group resource by researchers Coleman (1990) and Putnam
(1993, 2000) and therefore social capital is conceived as a public good and measured as a
school attribute (p. 68).
Coleman (1990) maintained that groups which exhibit high levels of trust among
members are able to accomplish more than groups who lack such trust (p. 260). As
Ryan’s (1999) research found, trust among group members is seen as a relevant
characteristic in effective organizations. A cooperative environment is one of the core
characteristics of a professional learning community. Faculty trust in colleagues is
essential for the fulfillment of a school’s objectives because people in a trusting
community are likely to feel safer to make mistakes, discuss them, learn from them, and
then find ways to solve problems (p. 20).
Coleman (1990) found that “social capital” formed a resource for solving
problems. Putnam (1993) outlined how citizens’ willingness to form social ties affects
the functioning of core democratic institutions. Ryan (1999) also discovered that
economist Fukuyama wrote about the ways that greater trust can facilitate more effective
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workplace organizations (p. 35). Fukuyama (1995) took a global and comprehensive
view of trust that spans time, crosses cultures, and explores trust from the individual to
the international level (p. 386). Bryk and Schneider (2002), during their research on the
impact of relational trust on schools in the 1990s in the Chicago public school reform
efforts, found that in the educational realm, schools with higher levels of relational trust
were more likely to be engaged in systemic change than those without this sense of trust
(p. 204). Their research included over 600 non-charter and charter public schools and
over 30,000 teachers over a 10-year period of time.
Trust in Organizations
According to Ryan (1999), research on trust in organizations preceded research of
the part trust plays in the educational setting (p. 89). According to Waetjen (2005), the
study of an organization’s culture further illuminates how people operate within the
organizational structure (p. 121). These beliefs permeate practice and influence
outcomes. Deal and Peterson (1999) propose that a positive culture not only
operationalizes as common norms but can also increase focus and cohesion (p. 3).
Chhuon et al. (2008) found that scholars in other disciplines have also explored how the
presence or absence of trust facilitates or impedes organizational development.
Psychologists Deutsch (1954) and Rotter (1970), sociologist Coleman (1990), political
scientists Fukuyama (1995) and Putnam (2000), organizational management specialists
Jones and George (1998), and organizational scientists Zaheer, McEvily, and Perrone
(1998), all studied the construct of trust in different arenas (p. 250).
Van Maele and Van Houtte (2009) found that within organizational studies, trust
has been linked to the effective functioning of the organization (p. 559). Also, according
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to Van Maele and Van Houtte, trust may positively affect the attitudes, perceptions,
behaviors, and performance outcomes of organizational members (p. 580). According to
the research of Cunningham and MacGregor (2000), “members need common goals;
therefore they are dependent on one another” (p. 1575).
Zahra et al. (2006) indicated that both Deutsch (1954) and Zand (1972) described
trust as a concept in behavioral terms, whereas later on trust was defined as an attitude or
judgment (p. 542). Contemporary definitions of trust have highlighted the complexity
and multidimensionality of a trusting relationship (Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 2007.
p. 352). According to DiPaola and Guy (2009), “Trust is the mechanism by which risks
associated with social complexity are transcended” (p. 388). DuFour and Eaker (1998)
asserted that common purpose, mission, and trust are prerequisites to effective
professional practice (p. 88). Trust minimizes the personal risk associated with making
personal work public. Berkowitz, Kuehn, and Smith (2003) stipulated that relational trust
evolves with personal and professional respect and the safety afforded in a respectful
learning environment (p. 20).
According to Van Maele and Van Houtte (2009), the bridging of private sector
findings to the field of education suggests the need for further investigation to understand
the correlation of faculty network relationships, network advantage, and educational
attainment for students (p. 561). Relationships and trust play key roles in successful
learning communities (Bryk & Schneider, 2002), yet few leaders or practitioners can
clearly articulate the true nature of those relationships when asked to identify them
(p. 13). Dirks and Ferrin (2001) argued that trust does not directly result in desirable
outcomes but rather “provides the conditions under which certain outcomes, such as
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cooperation and higher performance, are likely to occur” (p. 450). This is consistent with
Bromiley and Cummings’ (1993) claim that trust affects the processes and structures of
organizations (p. 87). The same argument can be made for schools: Trust enhances
school performance by directly contributing to the development of affective and
cognitive norms that support student and school achievement (Vangen & Huxham, 2005,
p. 131).
A school’s social capital has a positive influence on a school’s effectiveness (Van
Maele & Van Houtte, 2009, p. 561). Due to the fact that a school’s social capital
strengthens the organization’s effectiveness, and trust is a component of a school’s social
capital, a connection can be made between trust relations in schools and schools’
effectiveness. Therefore, if trust relations support teachers’ collaboration (TschannenMoran, 2001) and improves the school’s capacity for developing a professional learning
community among the staff (Hargreaves, 2007; Tschannen-Moran, 2009), it can be stated
that trust strengthens some key characteristics of effective schools (Sammons, 1998,
p. 287). Bryk and Schneider (2002) also found that as trust is linked to better functioning
of organizations, trust can be assumed to positively affect the functioning and
effectiveness of schools (p. 301).
Coleman et al. (1987) found that the more coherent organization of private
schools relative to charter public schools can produce better educational outcomes and
reduce racial/ethnic disproportionate treatment (p. 321). These assumptions are woven
into the fabric of American thinking on schools, so that many middle-class and poor
families strive to get their children into private schools based on the belief that these
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schools are “better,” while many affluent families never even consider charter public
schools (Kupchik & Monahan, 2006, p. 620).
As Goddard (2003) found, there is mounting evidence that social capital can
facilitate desirable outcomes, and a number of authors such as Driscoll and Kerchner
(1999) and Smylie (1999) have recently suggested the importance of social capital for the
development of successful schools and communities (p. 63). Coleman et al. (1987) have
also suggested that social capital is declining (p. 70). In fact, their perspective is
noteworthy because of the historical context in which they place schooling, families, and
work (p. 65).
Individuals engaged in relationships characterized by high levels of social trust
are more likely to openly share information and to act with caring and benevolence
toward others than those in relationships lacking trust (Goddard, 2003, p. 44). Bryk and
Schneider (2002) defined and confirmed the importance of relational trust in schools by
showing that trusting relationships among adults were critical to the achievement of
students in Chicago elementary schools engaged in school reform (p. 2). Their research
in 600 public and charter public school found positive linkages between high relational
trust among teachers to higher student achievement scores on mandated state
assessments.
Relational Trust
Van Maele and Van Houtte (2009) found that in the early 2000s Bryk and
Schneider, in describing their findings of how trust about school personnel affected
student improvement, coined the phrase “relational trust” (p. 562). Much of their
conceptual framework was based on the work of Coleman (1990), who, as stated
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previously, conceptualized social capital as a property of the relational ties among
individuals in a social system (Kenny, 2005, p. 124). Bryk and Schneider used
Coleman’s ideas of social network closure, which infer that a high degree of
interconnectedness among individuals makes it easier for members to communicate.
Coleman (1990) coupled his ideas about the structure and impact of social networks with
an explicit theory about the social exchanges among individuals who comprise a network
(p. 86). This idea influenced Bryk and Schneider’s definition of relational trust (Bryk &
Schneider, 2002, p. 23). Coleman (1990) explained that this “denseness” of relational
ties makes it easier to communicate basic information, but also articulates mutual
expectations to ensure various stakeholders are meeting their respective obligations
(p. 307). The type of trust that is at work in public schools is “relational trust,” a
complex dynamic in which parties depend on one another and on a shared vision for
success (Gewertz, 2002, p. 8).
According to Vodicka’s (2007) findings, relational trust is comprised of three
essential elements: (a) discernment of the intentions of others (intrapersonal),
(b) consideration of role relations formed by institutional and “particularities” of
individual school community (interpersonal), and (c) culmination in “important
consequences” at the organizational level such as social support for innovation and
“expanded moral authority” (p. 2). Bryk and Schneider (2002) state that “these
discernments occur within a set of role relations (interpersonal level) that are formed both
by the institutional structure of schooling and by the particularities of an individual
school community, with its own culture, history, and understandings” (p. 86). Research
finds that trust must be an integral part of what makes school important if students are to
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succeed. According to the research by Bryk and Schneider (2002), “at its most basic
level, relational trust is rooted in a complex cognitive activity of discerning the intentions
of others” (p. 22).
According to Roy (2008), unlike organic and contractual conceptualizations, the
structure of relational trust accommodates the analysis of trust formation in organizations
where both beliefs and expectations about the actions of others are diverse (p. 133).
Individual judgments about the trustworthiness of others are based on social exchanges,
and shared perceptions about the trustworthiness of other role groups that make up the
school setting appear to be a solid framework within which to study the concept of
relational trust. Bryk and Schneider (2002) emphasized the significance of relational
trust among the participants in schools which are key in terms of implementing reform
initiatives: “relational trust reduces the risk associated with change” (p. 122). The
multitude of interactions that take place on a day-to-day basis in school provide
numerous opportunities for relational trust to build or break down (Kerley, 2004, p. 11).
The social exchanges of schooling are organized around distinct sets of role relationships:
teachers with other teachers, teachers with parents, and teachers with their school
principal. These exchanges incorporate a dynamic interplay of respect, competence,
personal regard for others, and integrity (Bryk & Schneider, 2002, p. 122).
Bryk and Schneider’s framework outlines the components of relational trust based
on one’s perceptions of respect, personal regard, competence, and integrity within the
social exchanges of role relationships that develop over time in an organizational setting
(Kenny, 2005, p. 4). Vodicka (2007) found that relational trust is a living mechanism
that must be modeled, fostered, and nurtured in all social exchanges and interactions
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within the role relationships of members in a school community throughout each day
(p. 87).
Relational trust is essential to positive movement in the area of school reform.
Bryk and Schneider (2002) found that relational trust “sharply distinguished schools
moving forward under reform from those that were not” (p. 14). Relational trust appears
to be an important factor in understanding school improvement efforts, including
increased student achievement (Kerley, 2004, p. 8). Bryk and Schneider (2002) identify
the following as necessary components of trust: respect, competence, personal regard for
others, and integrity. Taken in isolation, these components are inadequate in generating
trust and it is the “synergistic interplay between the elements that creates trust” (p. 254).
Bryk and Schneider (2002), in their book Trust in Schools, make a strong case for
relational trust as a critical resource for school staff embarking on ambitious school
reform efforts, demonstrating that strong ties nurtured through shared expectations and
fulfillment of mutual obligations increase the likelihood of school change and gains in
student performance (Chhuon et al., 2008, p. 239). Chhuon et al. (2008) also found that
evidence continues to mount from numerous studies by Bryk and Schneider (2002),
Goddard (2003), and Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000), as to the importance of social
trust as a major facilitating factor in school reform efforts building school-wide
professional community, and improving student performance (p. 229).
Tschannen-Moran (2004), in her book Trust Matters: Leadership for Successful
Schools, reiterates that the demands of maintaining our competitive edge in the global
economy have placed an even more difficult burden on our nation’s schools—all at a
time when the American public seems to have lost trust in the ability of our nation’s
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schools to produce competitive students (p. 234). The biggest consequence of this
distrust is the increased intervention at the state and federal levels through rules and
regulations designed to hold educators accountable for student achievement. Perhaps
“The key to restoring trust in schools as an institution may come through paying closer
attention to what occurs within their very walls—by finding ways of cultivating stronger,
more trusting relationships among the stakeholders that comprise them” (Kerley, 2004,
p. 2).
Trust in Schools
Ford (2010) found that two sets of researchers in particular are responsible for the
bulk of the conceptual and empirical research on trust in the field of education: Hoy and
his colleagues at Ohio State University, and Bryk and Schneider (2002, p. 155). Hoy and
his colleagues (Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, Sabo, Barnes, Tarter, and Witkoskie) have
worked from a school climate perspective to conceptualize trust primarily as a schoollevel attribute that is maintained as part of the school culture (p. 155). This group of
colleagues has defined trust as “the work group’s generalized expectancy that the words,
actions, and/or written statements of another individual, group or organization can be
relied upon” (Tarter, Bliss, & Hoy, 1990, p. 46). Ford (2010) finds that faculty trust
exists to the extent that the group perceives the reliability of the group itself and the
individuals of which it is comprised to be strong (p. 12). Extensive conceptual and
theoretical work conducted primarily by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (Hoy & TschannenMoran, 1999; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000) led to the description of five essentials of
faculty trust: benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty, and openness (Hoy &
Tschannen-Moran, 2000, p. 549).
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Bryk and Schneider (2002) distinguished trust in schools from organic and
contractual trust (p. 87). They discerned that charter public schools often lack clearly
defined aims and contain too many different philosophies for trust to be contractual or
organic. These data were extrapolated from their longitudinal study of school reform in
the Chicago public school system in the 1990s. Establishing trust among school
personnel with different orientations first requires the initiation of common expectations
that function as a guide from which to judge the intentions of others. Although Bryk and
Schneider find that relational trust situates the formation of trust within the social
structure of schools, the core element of the formation process is still largely based on
individual discernment (p. 127). Describing the process, Bryk and Schneider wrote, “At
its most basic level, relational trust is rooted in a complex cognitive activity of discerning
the intentions of others” (p. 22). Also according to Bryk and Schneider, at the school
level, trust is less of an individual discernment and more of a collective orientation shared
by role group members and this collective orientation guides or constrains interactions
among agents. Social construction is the primary formation process at the school level,
not individual discernment (p. 132). How does an individual belief (Mayer, 2007;
Rousseau et al., 1998) become social property in the school? The answer can partially be
explained through a process of group formation. Goddard et al. (2009) found that as a
group evolves, shared norms, instead of individual orientations, begin to serve as the
regulating mechanism for individual and group behavior. Groups become focused on
accomplishing goals that benefit the collective, not simply any one person (p. 293).
In Goddard et al.’s research (2009) in the Michigan public schools, they found
that trust is a strong predictor of several important outcomes for schools, including
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student achievement. They tested the relationship between trust/achievement and social
economic status plus racial composition of the student population by assessing trust
levels and student scores on the state math and reading assessments. When schools are
characterized by high levels of trust, teachers tend to feel greater responsibility and are
more likely to devote themselves in the operations of the school. There is a positive
relationship between trust and academic achievement in elementary schools (p. 306).
Trust is a strong independent positive predictor of academic achievement. Goddard
additionally found that trust seems to make a difference to academic achievement above
and beyond the influence of school context (p. 307). Goddard et al. (2009, p. 310) also
stated that a number of researchers have shown that teacher trust is related in positive
ways to school structure and climate (Hoy, Hannum, & Tschannen-Moran, 1998; Hoy &
Tarter, 2004; Smith, Hoy, & Sweetland, 2001; Sweetland & Hoy, 2000), teacher
professionalism and collaboration (Tschannen-Moran, 2001), and teachers’
organizational citizenship behavior (Tschannen-Moran, 2004).
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000) once wrote, “Where there is no vulnerability,
there is no need for trust” (p. 586). Teachers, for example, experience a unique set of
vulnerabilities between one another in carrying out their tasks within the school.
Teachers not only rely on other teachers to carry out the day-to-day routines of schooling,
but they are acutely vulnerable to those teachers in earlier grades whose job it is to ensure
that students are learning the requisite material for passage to the next grade. TschannenMoran and Hoy found that trust has the opportunity to develop as these vulnerabilities
are mitigated and, in turn, can serve to motivate teachers to more readily interact,
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communicate, and share information with one another about issues related to instruction
(p. 561).
Teacher Trust
In their research of secondary schools in Denmark, Van Maele and Van Houtte
(2009) found that trust is related to the effective functioning of the school (p. 559). They
also, in the same research, found that trust may influence students’ performances and
may influence teachers’ functioning by affecting their (collective) sense of efficacy and
job satisfaction (Van Houtte, 2004, p. 355). In addition, trust in schools is a determinant
of teachers’ collaboration, of successful teacher leadership and of a school’s capacity for
building a professional learning community (Tschannen-Moran, 2004, p. 572).
Moreover, if trust relations support teachers’ collaboration and a school’s capacity for
developing a professional learning community among the staff (Tschannen-Moran,
2004), it can be quantified that trust strengthens some key characteristics of effective
schools (p. 201).
DiPaola and Guy (2009, p. 383) established that several studies have found a
robust link between faculty trust and student achievement including the work of Bryk and
Schneider (2002) and Goddard, Tschannenen-Moran, and Hoy (2001). The general
argument that teachers surrounded by a trusting environment will feel affirmed and
empowered to do their work is buttressed by the earlier work of Bryk et al. (Forsyth et al.,
2006, p. 141). In a field study of seven Catholic high schools and 20 Catholic elementary
schools Bryk and Holland (1984), by completing a statistical analysis of national survey
data to explore factors associated with Catholic school excellence, found that teachers
need support from their colleagues. “A considerable measure of trust is required among
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all participants to sustain engaging teaching” (p. 17). Bryk and Schneider (2002)
conclude that “trust fosters a set of organizational conditions, some structural and others
social-psychological, that make it more conducive for individuals to initiate and sustain
the kinds of activities necessary to affect productivity improvements” (p. 116).
Educational researchers have acknowledged a positive relationship between social
trust and teaching success (Fisler & Firestone, 2006, p. 1167). It may be that social trust
fosters an environment of improved teaching efficacy, which in turn makes teachers more
effective (Fisler & Firestone, 2006, p. 1170). Faculty trust can be looked at as a school
feature, given that a shared level of trust among members of an organization constitutes
an organization’s level of social capital (Leana & Van Buren, 1999, p. 538). Hoy,
Tschannen-Moran, and Hoy (2000) described the concept as a collective property to the
extent to which the faculty as a group is willing to risk vulnerability (p. 586).
In their research in Hong Kong, Lee et al. (2011) did a multilevel analysis of
faculty trust, collective teacher efficacy and teacher to student commitment. They noted
that a trusting atmosphere among teachers in a school can be closely related to the
development of a professional learning community (p. 105). Serva, Fuller, and Mayer
(2005) found that trust has been found to be a significant predictor to people’s overall job
satisfaction and risk-taking behaviors in an organization (p. 639). A culture of trust in a
school is like a professional learning community. It is necessary to achieve the end of
understanding and practice between the teachers and is conducive to the improvement of
teachers’ efficacies and commitments. Prior studies have indicated that faculty trust was
a very important factor related to organizational learning, teachers’ instructional

52
practices, engagement in working, and commitment to students (Goddard, TschannenMoran, & Hoy, 2001, p. 15).
According to Hawkins (2004), in order to have a healthy functioning school there
must be a sense of teamwork throughout the school community, regardless of the status
of employment (p. 21). Hoy and Tarter (1992) argued that a healthy organizational
climate is crucial for a good school and that one other ingredient thought to be important
for implementing change and/or reform is trust between employees (p. 74). Ford (2010)
found that mutual dependencies exist at all levels and between all stakeholders in the
educational system; attempting to reduce the vulnerabilities which result from these
dependencies constitutes perhaps the most important social foundation for building trust
in organizations (p. 137).
According to Daly (2009), “trust seems ever more difficult to achieve and
maintain” (p. 168). Daly also found that educational scholars have reported the positive
connection of trust in schools, which includes increased collaboration, engagement in
organizational citizenship behaviors, promotion of risk-tolerant climates, and links to
improvement in academic productivity (p. 168). According to Bryk and Schneider
(2002), trust, as a critical aspect of productive social relations, is an interactive process,
with each party discerning the trustworthiness of the other parties. The absence of trust
however, has been associated with anxiety, separation, and isolation (p. 201). This
mutual process can build on itself with the occurrence of frequent trusting interactions
between individuals, thereby creating a sense of collective trust. Tschannen-Moran and
Hoy (2000) stated that “creating an organizational culture of cooperation rather than
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competition is likely to have a significant impact on the trusting and trustworthy behavior
of participants” (p. 573).
“No Child Left Behind has lit a reform fire in our nation” (Stiggins & Chappis,
2004, p. 14). School reform has become a priority for school districts across the nation.
How do the districts respond to the increasing educational demands placed by all levels
of government, communities and parents? Administrators, boards of education and
teachers need to understand more about the mechanisms that link trust and student
achievement (Goddard et al., 2001, p. 15). Trust levels, it appears, have effects in all
areas of school activity. “To improve schools attend to the quality of school relations, if
trust is a mediator of relationships between school (dis)advantage and academic
achievement it is essential that efforts are made to building and maintaining trust in
schools” (Goddard et al., 2001, p. 15).
Four Constructs of School Reform
According to Louis and Marks (1998), the four elements of practice that typify
school wide community are shared values, focus on student learning, collaboration (in
this case it will include collective responsibility and use of data analysis), and reflective
dialogue (p. 539). In my project the four constructs of focus on student learning,
reflective dialogue, collective responsibility and use of data analysis will be the focus of
interest especially in regard to their relationship to teacher-to-teacher trust. These
particular constructs have been chosen as individually they have been shown to have
significant importance to school reform efforts (Bryk & Schneider, 2002, p. 234).
Teachers working together as a cohesive group can facilitate productivity
according to organizational theorists. Teachers are an interdependent group as they are
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dependent upon cooperation to succeed. As mentioned in the prior text, student learning
is the ultimate goal of all education. Assessment and use of student data to improve
teaching and instruction are considered a part of the school improvement effort.
Teachers, who engage in constructive assessment practices that measure student learning,
are better positioned to tailor their instruction to make their students successful and to
plan for the future (Schneider & Meyer, 2012, p. 20). Moving forward into the school
reform era requires team building, school goal setting, and improvement activities. “Data
driven decisions are utilized to reform the manner in which schools review and plan for
improvement” (Good & Jackson, 2007, p. 39). These activities require trust to “lubricate
the necessary social exchanges among school professionals as they engage together to
address the specific needs of their students” (Forsyth et al., 2006, p. 128). A correlation
of a positive school trust climate and the ability to collaborate with other education
professionals to use data to inform judgments about student performance and formulate
plans for student achievement is a climate in which success is likely.
“Trusting relationships make an important contribution to student learning”
(Goddard et al., 2001, p. 13). Obviously there is a strong link between trust building and
student achievement which has been established, however there also appears to be a loop
that is proven to build upon itself in the educational arena. “Because of the tendency of
trust to build upon itself, high student achievement produces even greater trust, whereas
low student achievement leads to a self-reinforcing spiral of blame which further impairs
student achievement” (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000, p. 522). This spiral effect also
has a positive effect. When teachers have higher expectations of their students their
students have a tendency to have higher levels of achievement (Lamos et al., 2011,
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p. 729). According to Uline, Miller, and Tschannen-Moran (1998), if a school’s
professional culture is strong, which includes teacher participation in decision-making,
school improvement is likely to occur. This includes commonly shared instructional
mission and teacher perceptions of student achievement (p. 479). Faculty trust, the
organizational health of the school, and student achievement are indicators that school
improvement activities can move forward.
“No Child Left Behind has served as a wakeup call for educators, we need to
move to a model that builds efficacy, engages teachers in reflective, collaborative
dialogue around reliable data and creates coherence throughout our school systems”
(Conzemius, 2010, p. 33). Reflective dialogue for teachers should be both an individual
and group activity. It must be an on-going activity in order to see results from the effort.
Teachers, by these efforts, learn to function as professional communities and in addition
to facilitating student learning, reflective dialogue increases communication and
facilitates the socialization that helps in developing shared norms and beliefs among
professional staff (Chan et al., 2008, p. 605). Also according to Chan et al. (2008), the
on-going implementation of reflective dialogue positively contributes to a teacher’s sense
of identification with the school. (p. 624). The more teachers identify with the school the
stronger the tie becomes and the more the teachers adopt the school culture and norms.
De Costa and Riordan (1996) noted that when teachers participate in regular interschool
dialogue and reflect both individually and on school wide instruction these activities have
a positive effect on student learning. An interwoven tapestry is emerging in the
numerous myriad of school activities that are woven together to produce school
improvement with relational faculty trust as the core material in the tapestry (p. 87).
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Forsyth et al. (2006) stated that “trust is shaped by constantly reinforced
perceptions of others acting as competent and reliable teachers and will cause the
emergence of beliefs about the faculty’s ability to succeed collectively” (p. 123). This
concept of collective responsibility is also part of the tapestry of school improvement
efforts. As Louis and Marks (1998) noted, when schools have strong professional
communities there is an increased sense of collective responsibility for student learning
(p. 534). Also noted by Chan et al. (2008) was the concept that a teacher’s professional
commitment predicted organizational citizenship behavior toward students (p. 598).
Rosenholtz (1989) reported a positive association between teacher commitment and
student achievement. Actually the higher the levels of trust evidenced in the faculty the
higher their own perception of student achievement levels become and a positive
correlation is set up between collective efficacy and trust in colleagues (Goddard et al.,
2000, p. 485). For continuous school growth, which includes student growth, an effort
must be maintained by educational professionals to systematically develop the collective
responsibility role of faculty. Collective responsibility for learning has been proven to
have consistent positive effects on student achievement (Lamos et al., 2011, p. 729).
Lack of trust is a serious impediment to many reforms taking shape in American
schools (Goddard et al., 2001, p. 5). Traditional school management practices have
tended to emphasize departmentalization, isolation and divergent interests among school
personnel rather than attempting to unify vision and purpose to facilitate improvement.
“The strength of relational trust inherent in role groups within the school organization
does indeed appear to predict how effective a school can be (Forsyth et al., 2006, p. 137).
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Schools pay a special role in society and as such the relationships of trust in schools are
vital (Goddard et al., 2001, p. 7).
Bryk and Schneider (1996) concluded that “a broad base of trust across a school
community lubricates much of a school’s day-to-day functioning and is a critical resource
as local leaders embark on ambitious improvement plans” (p. 62). Sergiovanni and
Starrat (1998) further supported this idea, stating that “schools will only be improved if
change occurs and change cannot occur without first developing and nurturing the right
school climate and culture” (p. 156). Listening to and acting on the expectations of a
school community leads to the initial stages of trust, and in schools with “positive
cultures, teachers feel supported and are inspired to learn, grow, take risks, and work
together” (Bulach et al., 1998, p. 445).
Trust in Catholic Schools
Research into Catholic schools and their apparent success at educating varying
classes of students began in earnest during the 1980s and 1990s. However, a broader
perspective appears to be at work in this venue. Earle (2010) found that a number of
studies in business and organizational settings have demonstrated a strong relationship
between value similarity and trustworthiness. He found that Cazier and colleagues
(2007) showed that value similarity affected perceived ability and benevolence, which in
turn affected trust, leading to cooperation and value similarity also directly affecting
cooperation (p. 544). Basically, “stakeholders of all types are interested in associating
with organizations with whom they can identify, and with whom they perceive a match in
values” (Kennedy & Pronin, 2008, p. 225). This view on the important experimental role
that value similarity plays in trust judgments is endorsed by Kahan and Braman (2008),
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who observe that “people naturally trust others who share their values” (p. 27). Messick
and Kramer (2005) argued that trust and groups simply go together, and that “common
group membership implies that you should trust me and that I should be trustworthy”
(p. 108).
Coleman and Hoffer (1987), in their book Public and Private High Schools: The
Impact of Communities, maintain that Catholic school communities have great social
capital through their shared norms (p. 195). Faith schools draw upon existing social
capital to facilitate trust between teachers; moreover, they explicitly aim to build social
capital within the context of the faith community (Pugh et al., 2006, p. 28). Coleman
(1990) argued both that social capital is important in the creation of human capital and
that broad-based churches can endow schools with social capital in the forms of
community relationships, norms and sanctions (p. 342). Accordingly, Msila (2008)
reported that the social capital literature suggests that broadly-based churches are a
source not only of norms and values that promote trust but also of networks (p. 195). In
Patroizi, Ariäno, and Ricart’s (2008) research, they found that an individual motivated by
transcendent motives is disposed to transcend his own self-interest and identify and attach
to organization goals (p. 334). Transcendent motives give us the opportunity to bring
into the conversation social capital and the capacity of the individual to subordinate his
parochial interests to collective goals and actions. Only with a high degree of collective
goal orientation and shared trust among organizational members, commitment to
organizational goals, work flexibility, and collectivism will the creation of intellectual
capital be attained (Leana & Van Buren, 1999, p. 543).
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Van Maele and Van Houtte (2009), whose research involving over 2,000 teachers
in 84 secondary schools, explored the organizational values of different schools in both
public and private arenas. They found that teachers at Catholic schools share higher
levels of trust in their colleagues compared to teachers in non-charter public schools
because trust relations form an integral part of an organization’s social capital (p. 589).
Additionally, there is a higher level of shared values in Catholic schools than in charter
public schools (Coleman & Hoffer, 1987, p. 580). This becomes a premise for the
hypothesis that teacher trust levels between private/parochial school teachers would be
higher than those in the public sector. Kahlenberg (2001) noted in his research that
Coleman and Hoffer (1987) also identified an additional factor that might have
contributed to success in Catholic schools—the strong sense of community and shared
mission, an idea that Coleman developed further in his influential writings on social
capital (p. 56). This outcome is thus in line with the social capital theory proposed by
Coleman and Hoffer (1987) and with the proposition that a sense of community among
teachers is more likely in Catholic schools than in non-charter public schools (Bryk et al.,
1993, p. 578). The organizational value culture and group composition of schools
explain a substantial proportion of the variance in faculty trust in students, parents, and
colleagues.
In their research Van Maele and Van Houtte (2009) have shown that trust may be
considered not only as a feature of an individual teacher but also as a collective feature of
teachers instructing at the same school, namely, faculty trust (p. 562). It can be assumed
that teachers at the same school may share a level of trust with each other. Bidwell
(2001) also held this position; he felt that teachers are employed in similar positions
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within a same organizational unit. (p. 113) Viewing them as a faculty within that context,
it may be argued that social information processes will lead to a collective trust
phenomenon (Shamir & Lapidot, 2003, p. 468). Hoy et al. (2000) described the concept
as a collective property to the extent to which the faculty as a group is willing to risk
vulnerability (p. 586). The organizational value culture differs between Catholic and
non-charter public schools according to Reyes and Pounder (1993, p. 86). This reflected
in a higher stock of social capital for private (Catholic) schools as compared to noncharter public schools (Coleman & Hoffer, 1987, p. 86). Patchen (2004) reports there is
evidence of higher morale among teachers in private schools as well (p. 94).
Moreover, Bryk, Lee, and Holland (1993) proposed a greater chance of
developing a sense of community among teachers within Catholic schools. Out of these
findings, it is proposed that school sector affects the collective level of trust in
colleagues; it is significantly lower in non-charter public schools than private schools
(p. 578). What is important here is the finding that organizational characteristics predict
organizational trust within schools.
In Crosnoe, Monica, and Elder’s (2004) research of the connections of families
and schools, they found that private schools tend to be less stratified and more intimate
than the non-charter public schools, allowing widespread and close contact (p. 62). He
applies the concept of social capital to families as their conduit to school compatibility.
Also according to Crosnoe et al. (2004), interpersonal relations are more likely to be
mutual in schools that are characterized by a firm academic mission, a strong ethos of
success, and freedom from distraction (p. 76). This process mirrors research on Catholic
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schools (Coleman, 1990), in which the “Catholic school effect” was identified and linked
to higher achievement levels (p. 67).
School Reform, Trust and Constructs
Decades of school reform have led to calls for devolution of decision making,
power and authority to students and teachers. For schools to realize that the kinds of
positive transformation envisioned by these reform efforts they must pay attention to
teacher trust in both students and other teachers (Goddard & Tschannen-Moran, 2001,
p. 6). Effective schools produce effective student learning. In reverse, student
achievement and faculty trust are all indicators of school effectiveness according to Uline
et al. (1998, p. 479). It has been shown through repeated research in the area of student
learning that the four constructs of collective responsibility, teacher-to-teacher trust,
reflective dialogue and use of data analysis are identified as constant indicators of
increased learning. In Lamos et al.’s (2011) research it was found that the highest scores
on the characteristics of professional community, which include the four constructs, were
also reflected in the highest scores on student achievement in 40 schools that were
researched (p. 729).
Reflective dialogue has proved to be connected also with increased student
learning. DaCosta and Riordan (1996) in their research found that “when teachers
actively participate in regular, systemic consultation, they will reflect more on the
methods and content of their daily instruction, which in turn leads to changes in the
classroom and has a positive effect student learning” (p. 114). Chan et al. (2008) also
found a positive association between collective responsibility and achievement. These
findings were specific to reading achievement levels, but as indicated by the researcher,
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he believed these results could be linked to other academic endeavors (p. 598). As
nationwide reform necessitates inward reflection, the use of available data sources has
also become a compelling activity for all schools. Critical analysis of multiple sources of
data within a school engages teachers in examining and improving their practices. These
process techniques engage teachers in conversations that build both commitment and
ownership (Conzemius, 2010, p. 34).
Schools are unique organizations. Social trust functions at all levels within
schools, which are reflected in not only adult relationships within schools, but
additionally to parental relationships outside the school. Internally, adult/student
relationships are equally important for success of the district. “In schools, there is
evidence that teacher trust has consequences for academic performance. We find strong
effects linking changes in relational trust to improvements in student achievement”
(Forsyth et al., 2006, p. 128).
Chapter II Summary
A relational disconnect has been identified at the highest level of educational
practice. Advocating for bridging this gap between students and schools, school and
communities are both Arne Duncan and Rudy Crew (Adams & Forsyth, 2009, p. 128).
Teaching and learning are both complex processes. “Trust is one normative condition
within schools that has attracted the attention of researchers” (Adams & Forsyth, 2009,
p. 128). It has been identified as an organizational property of schools that is positively
linked with increased student achievement. Teachers’ level of trust and their attitudes
about student achievement seem a promising avenue to explore in understanding the link
between trust and achievement (Goddard, 2003, p. 62). With the compelling evidence
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presented in such research, it would appear that there is need to work vigorously to
unlock the secrets of trust in differing school settings and how the identified constructs of
reflective dialogue, focus on student learning, collective responsibility and use of data
analysis interact with the construct of trust within these school environments.
School culture could be a clue to the relational divide in school systems. The
culture in private and parochial schools provide a unique set of circumstances that could
enhance the trust levels associated with “shared norms, pedagogical mission, parental
support and are more intimate than public schools” (Jeynes, 2012, p. 283). Charter public
schools offer a different culture, that of “small personal spaces were the adults and
students are closely connected, where students care because they feel cared about” (Toch,
2010, p. 67). Charter public schools also know that they must “maintain relationships of
trust and confidence with students and parents” (Hill, 2005, p. 44). These schools are
focused in their mission and student population, which normally are students who have
elected to attend that particular school.
Non-charter public schools are the “largest and most democratically accessed
institutions in the country. They are located in virtually every neighborhood and serve
nearly 90 percent of American children” (Bennis, 2008, p. 168). They have a more
democratic purpose than those of private and parochial schools (Nathan, 2004, p. 440).
The culture within these schools is also different from private/parochial and charter
public schools. Teachers and students represent all socio-economic groups, different
religions, include students from all ethnic groups and reflect no common ethos and
culture.
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The non-charter public schools have been under intense scrutiny within the last
decade in this country and “the inability of bureaucratic structures to adequately regulate
the complex domains of teaching and learning has given way to believing that trust is a
potent feature that serves to mitigate risk, enhance efficiency and support learning in
schools” (Goddard et al., 2009, p. 295). The good news, suggested by the research data is
that “the route to maximizing a school’s effectiveness lies along a path that is not
immune to conscious efforts at building teacher trust. The centrality of trust in school
organizations seems unassailable” (Forsyth et al., 2006, p. 138). Professional community
is a unified construct (in this case including teacher-to-teacher trust, collective
responsibility, focus on student learning, reflective dialogue, and use of data analysis)
that can be applied to shared beliefs and student achievement (Goddard et al., 2000,
p. 502). Efforts to scaffold the elements of professional community, which will help
students make a maximum use of educational opportunities, signal the need to build trust
within the school environment.
It appears that several conclusions can be drawn from this literature review of the
theory of trust and its relation to the field of education. Schools play a special role in
society and as such the relationships of trust in school are vital. It has been shown that a
“school community trust environment is a rather powerful predictor of school
effectiveness and student achievement” (Goddard et al., 2001, p. 5). The positive links
that have been shown between faculty trust and student achievement are irrefutable. The
need to develop this social resource, which has been proven to improve school
performance, is at the core of this project. Trusting relationships pay benefits to
organizations. Schools benefit also from trusting relationships among staff, which
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equates to better scholastic outcomes for students and better teaching efficacies for
teachers. Also noted is the fact that the more alike staff are in customs, culture, religion,
and ethnic background, the more trust levels increase. In short, Catholic schools have
been found to have higher levels of teacher trust due to their belief system and mission
focus. Teacher trust levels are a positive indicator of student achievement levels. This
information begs the question of whether the teacher trust levels between teachers in the
private (non-Catholic) school/parochial school versus charter public school versus noncharter public school would show significant differences. It also raises the question of
whether these trust levels in the different school environments are strong predictors of
relationships to the four constructs of reflective dialogue, collective responsibility,
student learning and use of assessment data to improve educational outcomes. Based
upon the evidence that previous research has shown, it would appear that there is a case
to be made for these theories. School improvement and accountability are key to school
reform and based on the evidence presented, trust will play a significant role in these
efforts.

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This study was designed to build on a significant body of research examining how
trust between teachers operates within a school environment. Additionally, it examined
the teacher-to-teacher trust levels in three different school environments:
(a) private/parochial, (b) charter public, and (c) traditional non-charter public, using
aspects of the validated survey instrument used in the 2002 Bryk and Schneider study
based on their theory of relational trust. Also, my study looked for any relationship
(positive or negative) between teachers’ reported levels of relational trust and the four
other constructs assessed in that instrument that align with research supported factors
associated with student achievement, i.e., (a) focus on student learning, (b) reflective
dialogue, (c) collective responsibility, and (d) use of assessment data.
Starting in the 1990s, researchers from the University of Chicago Consortium on
Chicago School Research conducted several of the early studies showing a relationship
between teacher trust and both student achievement and conditions that support school
reform in the public school arena. As part of this line of research, Bryk and Schneider
(1996) developed and validated a survey instrument that assesses levels of teacher trust,
conditions supporting school reform, and other school and teacher factors. This survey
instrument (My School, My Voice) is issued biannually to teachers in the Chicago Public
School system. Although the principal investigator for the Chicago Consortium research,
Dr. Anthony Bryk, also published studies on effectiveness of Catholic schools (1984,
66
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1999; Bryk et al., 1993), neither he nor other researchers have replicated the Chicago
Consortium studies using the My School, My Voice instrument to assess teacher trust and
other factors supporting school reform in the Chicago area private or parochial school
context.
In general, research is lacking in the area of teacher trust in parochial/private
schools and in the charter public school environment. Specifically, no studies could be
found that looked at teacher-to-teacher trust levels in differing school environments such
as charter public schools and private/parochial schools and compared those trust levels to
those in the non-charter public schools. The purpose of my study was to build upon the
Bryk and Schneider work in the Chicago area schools to find, if any, the differences in
relational trust levels among the teaching staff in three different educational settings:
private/parochial, charter public, and non-charter public schools. Additionally, this study
examined the relationship(s), if any, between faculty trust levels as a predictor to higher
perceptions within the four constructs of reflective dialogue, collective responsibility,
focus on student learning, and use of assessment data, on a subset of items from the My
School, My Voice teacher survey that correspond to those constructs. These constructs
were selected because of the body of research that associates the four constructs with
school conditions that support school reform, school improvement, accountability for
student results, and, ultimately, improved student achievement.
The three research hypotheses are:
1. There will be a positive relationship between teacher-to-teacher trust and
reflective dialogue, collective responsibilities, use of assessment data, and
focus on student learning.
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2. There will be a difference in teacher-to-teacher trust, reflective dialogue,
collective responsibility, use of assessment data, and focus on student learning
between teachers in private/parochial, charter public, and non-charter public
school settings.
3. Reflective dialogue, collective responsibility, use of assessment data, and
focus on student learning can be predicted based on teacher-to-teacher trust
and the type of school setting.
A postpositivist approach was used in this study. Specifically, this study tested
for any differences of significance derived from teacher responses to a survey instrument
designed and validated to measure levels of professional development, school leadership,
and relational trust in a K–12 school setting. The five constructs of interest in this study
focused on teacher-to-teacher trust, reflective dialogue, use of assessment data, collective
responsibility, and focus on student learning.
By employing excerpts from the survey instrument, My Voice, My School, which
was prepared and utilized in the work of Bryk and Schneider since the 1990s, the study
uses an instrument that has established reliability. Survey instruments are useful in
collection, descriptive, explanatory, and evaluative research and prove to be an effective
way to gather data about individual perceptions (Dillman & Salant, 1995, p. 13).
Teachers from all city of Chicago private/parochial schools that provide K–12
curriculum instruction were invited to participate in this study. Teachers that teach in
these schools were recruited to participate in a survey (online or hard copy) built upon
excerpts from the survey developed by Bryk and Schneider. Additionally, data that have
already been collected by this same instrument in the city of Chicago’s non-charter public

69
and charter public schools in 2012 were utilized for analysis and comparison to the newly
acquired data from the private/parochial arena. Upon conclusion of the survey time
period, the data were analyzed as discussed in the data analysis section of this chapter to
test the hypotheses.
The 2012 My Voice, My School survey was given to the non-charter public and
charter public teachers in the spring of 2012. The surveys were analyzed during the
summer of 2012 and data results were available in the fall of 2012. The University of
Chicago Consortium on Chicago School Research provided the researcher with these data
in December 2012. The second phase of my study was initiated in the spring of 2013
using a modification of the same survey instrument as limited to the five constructs
applicable to this study. This survey was issued to all private and parochial school within
the geographical area of the Chicago Public Schools. Each private and parochial school
identified by the Department of Education of the State of Illinois was contacted by phone
to identify the school administrator and to validate correct contact information for each
school listed by the Department. These same schools were contacted via a recruitment
letter as soon as approval for the project was granted. Surveys were distributed after
confirmation by each school administrator of the school’s agreement to participate in the
survey. Collectively, the total number of schools that were included on this list for
private and parochial schools was slightly over 300.
Participants
The population of this study is defined as teachers in a K–12 teaching position in
private/parochial, charter public, or non-charter public schools in the city of Chicago.
Purposive sampling was used in this study and as defined by Churchill and Iocobucci
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(2002). The sampling is also referred to as a convenience sample, which means that it is
one chosen by the researcher because the elements of the sample meet the needs of the
researcher and/or study (p. 66). The term convenience in this study’s sampling approach
refers to the criteria that prospective participants be teachers employed within the
physical area of the Chicago Public School authority during the timeframe for data
collection for this study (i.e., 2012 for teachers in the categories of non-charter public and
charter public, and 2013 for teachers in the category of private/parochial as defined in the
research purpose).
Participants in the non-charter public and charter public school categories are
those teachers who participated in the 2012 full My School, My Voice survey issued by
the University of Chicago Consortium on Chicago School Research. The Consortium
provided permission to use and adapt the survey instrument for this study and provided
the raw data from the 2012 biannual issuance of the survey in the Chicago Public Schools
to this researcher via a data file without any personal identifying information. For this
study, only data from the survey items identified below in the “Instrumentation” section
was used from that data set.
Using the My School, My Voice survey (as modified per the description in the
“Instrumentation” section of this chapter below), my study collected new data from K–12
teachers in the private and parochial schools in the Chicago area. All teachers from the
initial pool of potential private and parochial school participants who responded to the
invitation to participate in the survey were included in the study. Additionally, the noncharter public and charter public school teacher respondents from the 2012 CPS My
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Voice, My School survey, with such data that were provided by the Consortium, were
represented in their data set(s).
Recruitment
According to the 2012 Illinois Board of Education school listings, there are more
than 300 private/parochial schools in the designated geographic area served by the
Chicago Public Schools. Each of these schools was contacted via phone and it was
determined that approximately 5,000 teachers are employed by the private/parochial
schools in this geographic area.
Subject recruitment was divided into Catholic and non-Catholic schools. In regard
to the Catholic schools in Chicago, the Associate Superintendent of the Chicago Catholic
Archdiocese schools was contacted for permission to access the school administrators of
the diocese. Written permission from the Associate Superintendent was obtained to
access the school administrators and establish the procedure the Archdiocese wants to
follow in order to disseminate the administrator letters, either individually or via the
Archdiocese mail serve list. This researcher followed directives from the diocese as to
distribution procedures.
In regard to the other private and parochial schools, the subject recruitment
procedure included emailing or mailing (if a school has fewer than 10 teachers on staff)
to the administrators an introductory letter (Appendix C) to explain the significance of
the study and to request permission to access the teaching staff to participate in the
survey. Also included in the letter was an incentive for each participating school to be
entered into a drawing for two prizes of $150 each for school supplies. If an
administrator agreed to allow his or her school to participate, the school was
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automatically entered into the drawing. The administrator was directed to contact the
researcher via email or voicemail if the administrator agreed to the staff’s participation in
the survey. Administrator agreement via either email or voicemail indicated
advancement to the next step in the recruitment process.
Teacher participation took place in two ways, either of which was established by
the school administrator. The administrator could choose between these options: (a) the
administrator was emailed the teacher recruitment letter with the consent form and survey
link (Appendix B) embedded into the recruitment letter for distribution from his or her
office; or (b) if the school has fewer than 10 teachers on staff, the administrator was
mailed hard copies of the teacher recruitment letter, consent form and survey, plus return
envelopes with prepaid postage.
The teacher recruitment letter (via email or hard copy) explained the purpose of
the study, the confidentiality of the results, and the response time expectation for each
participant. If the teacher received the letter via email, a link at the bottom of the letter
allowed the teacher to enter the survey instrument via the Internet. Upon entering the
survey, respondents had an opportunity to review the participant consent and exercise
their consent by proceeding to complete the survey. On the other hand, they could decide
not to participate and exit the survey.
If the administrator opted to receive hard copies of the teacher recruitment letter,
participant consent, and survey, the school administrator was provided instructions on
how to issue the recruitment letter and explain the study, along with hard copies of the
participant consent and survey instruments. Schools that opted for this version of
participation were encouraged to allow time at a staff meeting for teachers to complete
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the survey, with a teacher volunteer proctoring and collecting both the consents and
completed surveys, so as to avoid breach of confidentiality or coercion by the school
administrator. The school administrator was provided a prepaid envelope in which to
return the completed surveys and consent forms via postal mail to the researcher. If an
individual teacher consented to participate in the survey, the completion of the survey
should have taken no longer than 5 minutes.
Two weeks following the original mailing of the recruitment letters, the entire
pool of potential online teachers was again contacted via an email reminding them that
they had the opportunity to complete the survey if they had not yet done so. Schools
administering the survey in hard copy also received a reminder. The reminder also
included a thank you to those that had completed the survey and encouraged completion
of the survey in a timely manner. This same routine was repeated again 3 weeks after the
original sending date and 5 weeks after the original sending date. After the 6-week time
period, a reevaluation of number of respondents per school type was completed to
determine whether the number of respondents met the study criteria. Schools that had
any hard copy survey participants received a thank you letter addressed to the school
administrator to be posted for participants to see.
Western Michigan University’s Human Subjects Institutional Review Board
(HSIRB) approved the procedures, protocols, and methodology of this study on May 6,
2013. A copy of the HSIRB approval letter can be found in Appendix G.
Instrumentation
A modified version of the instrument, My Voice, My School, was used in this
study. The instrument, created by Anthony Bryk and Barbara Schneider (1996), is used
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to collect data biannually from the Chicago Public Schools. Permission to use this
instrument was given by the University of Chicago Consortium on Chicago School
Research. A copy of the CPS My Voice, My School teacher survey instrument is
attached in Appendix A, and a copy of the modified version that was used for collecting
data from private and parochial school K–12 teachers is attached in Appendix E. The
CPS My Voice, My School instrument is still currently being used in surveying all
teachers in the Chicago Public Schools. Until 2010, the survey was completed every 2
years, before it began to be annually distributed in 2012 to drive the educational reform
efforts in that district. Currently there are over 600 non-charter public and charter public
schools in Chicago and over 25,000 teachers. This survey is provided to all teachers at
both the elementary and secondary levels, which includes middle school. Additionally,
the same survey instrument has been used in the last 3 years in both the Baltimore and
Detroit public schools also to assist in their efforts to advance school improvements
efforts. In 2013 it was distributed statewide in the State of Illinois to all non-charter
public and charter public school teachers for their completion.
This instrument is divided into sections that measure a similar trait and are
considered “item clusters.” The items that have been kept in the survey over the course
of many years have a high degree of “fit” (mean-squared residual which varies between 0
and infinity), otherwise they would have been eliminated by the Consortium. Each
question item has a degree of fit and a reliability measurement. The Rasch measurement
model was utilized in the survey to test the validity and reliability of the measures that
were applied. According to Lindsay, Clogg, and Grego (1991), the Rasch measurement
model employs the principles of Item Response Theory (IRT) to analyze test and
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questionnaire data. It uses the survey items and produces an interval scale that
determines item difficulties and person measures. The items are then arranged on a scale
according to how likely they are to be validated (item difficulty) by a respondent (p. 97).
Respondents are then placed on this scale based on their responses to items in the
measure. The five constructs that were studied are included in Appendix D, and it
includes item categories, questions, plus fit and difficulty measures. Appendix D was
formulated by the researcher using data that the Consortium provided from their prior
data collection efforts. The focus of this study was on the sections of teacher-to-teacher
trust, reflective dialogue, data analysis, collective responsibility, and student learning.
Each of those particular sections has several questions in each cluster variable.
For this study, the data collected from Chicago Public Schools K–12 teachers in
2012 served as the data sets for the categories of traditional public and charter public
school respondents. For the category of private and parochial school respondents, the
modified version of the survey provided in Appendix E provided the third data set. For
purposes of statistical analysis on the three research hypotheses, only the data for the
items covered in the modified version of the survey were used.
The modified version of the survey was issued to prospective private/parochial
K–12 teacher participants via either the Survey Monkey software program or a hard copy
version as determined by the participating school. Each item on the survey was reported
with nominal data but recoded with ordinal data for data analysis. In this study, a “simple
descriptive approach” was used, which is a “one shot survey for the purpose of describing
the characteristics of a sample at one point in time” (Mertens, 2005, p. 172).
Additionally, inferential statistics were utilized in this study. By using multiple
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regression, ANOVA, and Pearson’s correlations to test for interaction between variables
and to make comparisons within subsets, inferences can be drawn from the analysis of
the data. This type of quantitative research is an appropriate means of assessing these
types of questions, according to Creswell (2003), as it “collects data on predetermined
instruments that yield statistical data” (p. 18).
The answers (nominal data) that are available within the question responses were
converted to a Likert scale from 1–5 or 1–3 (interval/ratio data) as needed to match the
number of responses available to the respondent. Each participant’s scores were summed
to obtain a composite score. This provided a measure to compare mean scores within the
groups and subgroups. For all variables, descriptive statistics are provided. Depending
upon the variable, the mean, standard deviation, and total are reported for each variable
as appropriate.
Data Collection
Data collection from the private/parochial schools occurred in the spring of the
2012–2013 school year, taking place after state testing was completed. Two categories of
schools had already received the survey in spring 2012: (a) charter public, and (b) noncharter public in the city of Chicago. The total number of teachers that responded to the
2012 CPS My Voice, My School survey was 15,467 (N = 15,467). This is a 61.87%
response rate for the non-charter and charter public school category. All teacher
respondents who agreed to complete the study were volunteers. The data from the 2012
My Voice, My School pubic charter and non-charter public schools were provided by the
University of Chicago Consortium for Chicago School Research via logits, which were
entered into an Excel spreadsheet and then converted into data and entered into the
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software package of Statistical Package for Sciences (SPSS) for analysis and stored. The
completed returned survey data from private/parochial schools, when collected, was
placed immediately into SPSS for analysis and stored. A back-up copy on a compact disc
(CD) was made and stored. Twenty percent of the total 5,000 teachers, which the
researcher surveyed, equaled 1,000 responses (N = 1,000). Cone and Foster (2006)
suggest that it is advisable to minimize the number of steps between receiving raw data
and actually inputting the data into the computer (p. 102). The results of these surveys
are completely confidential.
Data Analysis
The study involved the examination of teacher-to-teacher trust levels in three
different school environments, which include private/parochial, charter public, and noncharter public. Additionally, relationships between the school type/teacher trust levels
were explored in regard to the four other constructs: (a) reflective dialogue, (b) collective
responsibility, (c) use of assessment data, and (d) focus on student learning, to discern if
there were associations that manifested themselves as the data were analyzed.
Data analysis was conducted using SPSS 20. The level of significance (p) was
reported at the ≤ 0.05 levels.
Descriptive statistics, including frequencies, ranges, means, and standard
deviations, were used to describe sample characteristics and variables. Demographic
variables reported are gender, race, educational level, years of teaching experience, grade
level teaching assignment, major subject teaching assignment, and educational teaching
setting. Research constructs described are teacher-to-teacher trust, school settings,
reflective dialogue, collective responsibilities, use of assessment data, and focus on

78
student learning. Please refer to Figure 2 for a list of the five constructs researched and
the survey questions that were included under each construct.

Collective responsibility
Clr 08 q 06 How many teachers in this school: feel responsible when students in this school
fail?
Clr 08q 03 How many teachers in this school: feel responsible to help each other do their best?
Clr 08q 01 How many teachers in this school: help maintain discipline in the entire school, not
just their classrooms?
Clr 08q 02How many teachers in this school: take responsibility for improving the school?
Clr 08 q 05How many teachers in this school: feel responsible for helping students develop
self-control?
Clr 08 q 04 How many teachers in this school: feel responsible that all students learn?
Reflective dialogue
Ref 05 q 03 This school year, how often have you had conversations with colleagues about: the
goals of this school?
Ref 05 q 02 This school year, how often have you had conversations with colleagues about:
development of new curriculum?
Ref 05 q 04 This school year, how often have you had conversations with colleagues about:
managing classroom behavior?
Ref 05 q 01 This school year, how often have you had conversations with colleagues about:
what helps students learn best?
Ref 04 q 02 Please mark the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following:
Teachers in this school share and discuss student work with other teachers.
Ref 04 q 01 Please mark the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following:
Teachers talk about instruction in the teacher’s lounge, faculty meetings, etc.
Focus on student learning
Inv09 q 01 How many teachers at this school are really trying to improve their teaching?
Inv09 q 02 How many teachers at this school are willing to take risks to make the school
better?
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Inv 09 q 03 How many teachers in this school are eager to try new ideas?
Pgc 26 q 04 To what extent to you disagree or agree with the following curriculum, instruction,
and learning materials are well coordinated across the different grade levels at this school?
Pgc 26 q 05 To what extent to you disagree or agree that there is consistency in curriculum,
instruction, and learning materials among teachers in the same grade level in this school?
Use of assessment data
Clb06q 03 This school year how often have you gone over student assessment data with other
teachers to make instructional decisions?
Dat 07 q How frequently do you review assessment data (e.g., department-wide common
assessments, standardized tests)?
Dat 07 q 01 I review this data independently—never, a few times a year, every 6-8 weeks,
every 3-4 weeks, weekly.
Dat 07 q 02 I review this data with teachers in my grade level (same answer options).
Dat 07 q 03 I review this data with teachers across grade levels (same answer options).
Dat 07 q 04 I review this data with my principal (same answer options).
Teacher-to-teacher trust
19) Tte19q01To what extent do you feel respected by other teachers?
20) tte20q01 Teachers in this school respect each other.
tte320q02 It’s OK in this school to discuss feelings, worries, and frustrations with other
teachers.
tte320q 03 Teachers respect other teachers who take the lead in school improvement efforts.
Tte20q 04 Teachers at this school respect those colleagues who are experts in their craft.

Figure 2. Construct item clusters, survey questions and coding information.

Following are the three hypotheses driving this research study and the types of
analysis used to test these theories.
Hypothesis 1: There will be a positive relationship between teacher-to-teacher
trust and reflective dialogue, collective responsibilities, use of assessment data, and focus
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on student learning. Pearson’s correlations were utilized to determine the relationship
between teacher-to-teacher trust and four constructs of reflective dialogue, collective
responsibility, use of assessment data, and focus on student learning.
Hypothesis 2: There will be a difference in teacher-to-teacher trust, reflective
dialogue, collective responsibility, utilization of assessment data, and student learning
between teachers in private/parochial, charter public, and non-charter public school
settings. To test the second hypothesis, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
conducted to determine if there is a difference in the means of the construct of teacher-toteacher trust based on school type. Post hoc testing was conducted using a Tukey post
hoc test to focus on the main effects demonstrated by the initial analysis.
Hypothesis 3: Reflective dialogue, collective responsibility, use of assessment
data, and focus on student learning will be able to be predicted based on teacher-toteacher trust and the type of school setting. The last analysis that conducted was a
multiple regression analysis, which is a “correlational statistic whose function is to
describe the strength and direction of relationships between several independent
(predictor) variables and the amount of variance that the predictor variables explain”
(Mertens, 2005, p. 403). This analysis was also used to determine the predictive
variables for reflective dialogue, collective responsibility, use of assessment data, and
focus on student learning.
Limitations and Delimitations
Due to the fact that this study was conducted only in the metropolitan area of
Chicago, applicability is limited as to other locales as the demographic information of
participants could well be area-specific. The scope of the study is delimited also by
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population, whereby the population of this study was limited to teachers in the city of
Chicago who taught either elementary and/or secondary school curriculum. Therefore,
the outcomes of this study cannot be assumed to generalize to all grades within any
school environment. The scope of the study was also limited by the geographic area
whereby the teachers surveyed were physically located only within the city of Chicago.
The study confines itself to a specific geographical location.
Some limits of the study affect applicability of the findings to an extensive
national audience and other participant groups. These limitations include:
1. The data obtained from this study through the survey process were dependent
upon the honest self-report of the respondents. This limitation may introduce
some undeterminable bias into the data collected.
2. This group was fundamentally small compared to the number of teachers
within the state of Illinois and nationwide. The limited number of participants
could limit the ability to generalize the study results to the general teacher
population.
3. The survey data for the private/parochial teachers was done at midpoint in the
school year. Teacher attitudes may be different in the spring than at other
times during the school year. Attitudes probed in the spring after 8 months of
being with colleagues and students could produce different results, as
time/experiences might change teacher perspective.
4. The original survey instrument was produced/and used in a large urban area
only in non-charter public schools and charter public schools. The instrument,
as used in my study, was used only in private/parochial schools.
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5. The original survey instrument was modified from its original form by
limiting the survey questions to only those five constructs and appropriate
questions within those constructs applicable to this study.
Chapter III Summary
This chapter has presented the specific research questions to be used in this study.
It also includes an overview of the research design applied to the study. Population and
sampling have been reviewed, as have data collection and data analysis. The survey
instrument and variable information have been described in addition to the delimitations
and limitations of the study. Chapter IV will present the results of the measures of each
of the research questions.

CHAPTER IV
DATA ANALYSIS RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to discern the differences in teacher-to-teacher trust
levels in differing school environments: (a) non-charter public schools, (b) charter public
schools, and (c) private /parochial schools. Also, the study considered any relationship
(positive or negative) between teachers’ reported levels of relational trust and four other
research-supported factors associated with student achievement: (a) focus on student
learning, (b) reflective dialogue, (c) collective responsibility, and (d) use of assessment
data. First, a section on demographic data is provided, which includes information on the
respondents. Second, the five variables that were measured and analyzed are discussed
and the data available on each variable are presented. The three hypotheses presented in
the research questions are sequentially addressed in this chapter. Results presented
include frequency data, percentages, means, t tests, crosstabs, ANOVA, and multiple
regression. Differing analysis techniques were utilized in determining the results of each
hypothesis and these will be addressed in the appropriate section.
Demographics
The researcher utilized a data set including data on non-charter public/charter
public school teachers as provided by the University of Chicago Consortium for School
Research. This data set was collected using a 2012 teacher survey instrument titled
“2012 CPS (Chicago Public Schools) My Voice, My School Teacher Survey.” A
breakdown between non-charter public and charter public schools was not available to
83
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the researcher within the database provided by the Consortium. The total number of noncharter public or charter public school teachers in this database was 15,466, and this
number reflects 68.8% of the total non-charter and charter public school teachers in that
Chicago community. During the spring of 2013, a modified My Voice, My School
Teacher survey was distributed to all private and parochial schools within the physical
confines of the city of Chicago, and 305 responded, which represents 8% of the total of
2,500 private and parochial teacher surveys that were distributed.
Overall, the results are derived from the 15,776 total teacher respondents, with
15,466 non-charter public and charter public teachers responding to the Consortium
issued version of the survey in 2012, and 305 private and parochial teachers responding
to the modified survey in 2013.
Respondents were instructed to answer all questions on the surveys if applicable;
however, they were allowed to skip questions at their discretion. Demographics
information collected from the teacher respondents included gender, ethnicity, subject,
and grade taught and number of years taught in specific school settings.
The grade level taught was captured by asking respondents to mark all the grade
level(s) they teach, which included preschool through 12th grade categories. Teachers
who taught more than one grade had the option of checking more than one grade level,
and could also check as many grade levels as applicable to their particular teaching
assignment. These same options and the wording of the question were available in both
versions of the survey. The resulting teacher responses are reported in Table 1.
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Table 1
Respondent Grade Level Taught
Grade Level
Preschool Private/Parochial
Preschool Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
Kindergarten Private/Parochial
Kindergarten Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
1st Grade Private/Parochial
1st Grade Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
2nd Grade Private/Parochial
2nd Grade Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
3rd Grade Private/Parochial
3rd Grade Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
4th Grade Private/Parochial
4th Grade Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
5th Grade Private/Parochial
5th Grade Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
6th Grade Private/Parochial
6th Grade Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
7th Grade Private/Parochial
7th Grade Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
8th Grade Private/Parochial
8th Grade Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
9th Grade Private/Parochial
9th Grade Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
10th Grade Private/Parochial
10th Grade Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
11th Grade Private/Parochial
11th Grade Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
12th Grade Private/Parochial
12th Grade Non-Charter Public/Charter Public

Response N (%)

Pop. N

12 (3.9)

305

650 (4.2)

15466

54 (17.7)

305

2660 (17.2)

15466

30

(9.8)

305

1422 (9.2)

15466

44 (14.4)

305

2320 (15.0)

15466

50 (16.4)

305

2505 (16.2)

15466

59 (19.3)

305

3093 (20.0)

15466

57 (18.7)

305

2861 (18.5)

15466

51 (16.7)

305

2413 (15.0)

15466

63 (20.7)

305

3201 (20.9)

15466

66 (21.6)

305

3557 (23.0)

15466

64 (21.0)

305

3526 (22.8)

15466

62 (20.3)

305

2428 (15.7)

15466

67 (22.0)

305

3031 (19.6)

15466

64 (21.0)

305

3402 (22.0)

15466

Note. Respondent grade level taught in either private/parochial or non-charter/charter public
school categories.
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The distribution of both the non-charter public/charter public and private/parochial
population is similar in percentages, often being within two percentage points of each
other. As indicated previously, the number of respondents within both teacher
populations tended to reflect more non-high school teachers than high school teachers.
An additional question captured data on the subject area of their major teaching
assignment. Specific subject areas were offered (Table 2), as was the choice of “selfcontained classroom.” This category is applicable to any teacher who taught all subjects
to their students, and had the most respondents in all school settings (private/parochial
27.9%, non-charter public/charter public 30%). This is a logical result given the
percentage of teachers that teach in a self-contained environment tends to cover grades
from preschool to the eighth grade, depending on the different school setting.
The highest respondent rate within the major teaching areas is social studies
teachers, in both the private/parochial arena (N = 35, 11.5%) and in the charter
public/non-charter public arena (N = 1624, 10.5%). English/Reading teachers, in both
the charter public/non-charter public (N = 1624, 10.5%) and the private/parochial sector
(N = 28, 9.2%), had the second highest number of respondents.
The gender of respondents was also examined (Table 3). The number of females
that responded were slightly larger in the private/parochial sector (N = 158, 50.2%) than
in the charter public/non-charter public sector (N = 7,697, 48.8%). The number of male
respondents was also higher in the private/parochial sector (N = 123, 50.3%) than in the
charter public/non-charter public sector (N = 6,450, 49.7%).
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Table 2
Respondent Area of Major Teaching Assignment
Subject Area
Art, Music, Drama - Private/Parochial
Art, Music, Drama - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
Computer Science, Technology - Private/Parochial
Computer Science, Technology - Private/Parochial NonCharter Public/Charter Public
English, Reading - Private/Parochial
English, Reading - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
English as a second language - Private/Parochial
English as a second language - Non-Charter Public/Charter
Public
Mathematics - Private/Parochial
Mathematics - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
Physical Education - Private/Parochial
Physical Education - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
Science - Private/Parochial
Science - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
Social Studies, History, Government - Private/Parochial
Social Studies, History, Government - Non-Charter
Public/Charter Public
Special Education - Private/Parochial
Special Education - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
Vocational, Business - Private/Parochial
Vocational, Business - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
World Language - Private/Parochial
World Language - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
Self-Contained Classroom - Private/Parochial
Self-Contained Classroom - Non-Charter Public/Charter
Public
Other - Private/Parochial
Other - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public

Response n (%)

Pop. N

19

(6.2)

305

1083

(7.0)

15466

20

(6.6)

305

959

(6.2)

15466

28

(9.2)

305

1624 (10.5)

15466

5

(1.6)

305

402

(2.6)

15466

25

(8.2)

305

1300

(8.4)

15466

16

(5.2)

305

665

(4.3)

15466

18

(5.9)

305

804

(5.2)

15466

35 (11.5)

305

1655 (10.7)

15466

10

(3.3)

305

557

(3.6)

15466

17

(5.6)

305

943

(6.1)

15466

16

(5.5)

305

804

(5.2)

15466

85 (27.9)

305

4640 (30.0)

15466

6

(2.0)

305

30 (.02)

15466
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Table 3
Respondent Gender Demographic
Gender
Male - Private/Parochial
Male - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
Female - Private/Parochial
Female - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public

Number

Percent Frequency

123

50.3

6450

49.7

158

50.2

7697

49.8

Another demographic captured was the highest level of education completed by
each teacher respondent. They were provided with three choices of educational level
(Table 4) which included (a) bachelor’s degree, (b) master’s degree, or (c) master’s
degree plus 15 hours.

Table 4
Respondent Educational Level
Level of Education
Bachelor’s degree - Private/Parochial
Bachelor’s degree - Non-Charter Public/Charter
Public
Master’s degree - Private/Parochial
Master’s degree - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
Master’s degree plus 15 credits or doctorate Private/Parochial
Master’s degree plus 15 credits or doctorate - NonCharter Public/Charter Public

Number

Percent Frequency

118

38.7

6387

41.3

148

48.5

7442

51.1

28

9.2

1173

7.6
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Master’s level teachers represented the majority of teachers in all school settings
(private/parochial school N = 148, 48.5%; charter public/non-charter public N = 7,442,
51.1%). This reflects the state requirements of Illinois, whereby teachers within the
charter public/non-charter public school system participate in professional development
activities on an ongoing basis, with a receipt of a master’s degree often as a goal.
The race/ethnicity of the respondents was collected by providing the respondents
with seven categories of ethnicity from which to choose. The categories are listed in
Table 5.

Table 5
Respondent Ethnicity
Race/Ethnicity
African-American - Private/Parochial
African-American - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
Asian-American - Private/Parochial
Asian-American - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
Hispanic - Private/Parochial
Hispanic - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
White, non-Hispanic - Private/Parochial
White, non-Hispanic - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
Native American - Private/Parochial
Native American - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
Biracial/Multiethnic - Private/Parochial
Biracial/Multiethnic - Non-Charter Public/Charter Public
Other - Private/Parochial
Other

Number

Percent Frequency

51

16.7

3897

25.2

35

11.5

1779

10.9

40

13.1

2428

15.7

131

43.0

6032

39.0

9

3.0

309

2.0

28

9.2

959

6.2

7

2.3

62

.04
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The majority of respondents in both categories (private/parochial and charter
public/non-charter public) were white (non-Hispanic), including 43% (N = 131) of the
private/parochial teachers that responded and 39% (N = 6,032) of the charter public/noncharter public teacher respondents. The second highest respondent percentage was in the
African-American community within the private/parochial category 17% (N = 51). This
percentage was higher in the non-charter/charter public school setting with the African
American teachers represented at 25.2 % (N = 3,897).
The last demographic(s) collected was the number of years of teaching experience
each respondent had, and in what school settings they had taught (Table 6).

Table 6
Years of Experience Taught and Type of School Setting
Response N (%)
Type of School

0 yrs

Less than
1 yr

1-3 yrs

4-5 yrs

6-10 yrs

11-15 yrs

15+ yrs

Pop. N

Been a teacher Private/
Parochial

1
(.3)

7
(2.3)

63
(2.1)

62
(21)

76
(25)

44
(15)

47
(16)

300

Been a teacher Non-Charter
Public/Charter
Public

162
(.09)

2081
(11)

3577
(19)

3968
(21)

4431
(23)

2211
(12)

2507
(13)

18937

Taught in a
charter school Private/
Parochial

166
(56)

8
(3)

50
(17)

39
(13)

24
(8)

10
(3)

0

297

Taught in a
charter school Non-Charter
Public/Charter
Public

765
(18)

841
(20)

989
(30)

562
(13)

503
(12)

0

0

4163
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Table 6—Continued
Response N (%)
Type of School

0 yrs

Less than
1 yr

1-3 yrs

4-5 yrs

6-10 yrs

11-15 yrs

15+ yrs

Pop. N

Taught in a
public school
Private/
Parochial

138
(45)

21
(7)

61
(20)

42
(14)

24
(8)

11
(4)

0

308

Taught in a
public school
Non-Charter
Public/Charter
Public

154
(1)

1993
(11)

3808
(20)

3851
(21)

4387
(23)

2198
(12)

2366
(13)

18757

Taught in a
Catholic or
private school Private/
Parochial

16
(5)

19
(6)

102
(35)

50
(17)

51
(17)

22
(7)

35
(12)

295

Taught in a
Catholic or
private school Non-Charter
Public/Charter
Public

546
(24)

486
(21)

365
(16)

189
(8)

277
(12)

390
(17)

57
(2)

2310

Worked full
time other than
teaching Private/
Parochial

98
(33)

81
(28)

44
(15)

44
(15)

18
(6)

9
(3)

0

294

Worked full
time other than
teaching - NonCharter Public/
Charter Public

379
(7)

1224
(23)

589
(11)

692
(13)

768
(15)

863
(17)

705
(14)

5220

Results indicate that the majority of teachers, in all education environments, had
taught an average of 6 to 10 years (private/parochial N = 7, 25% and non-charter
public/charter public N = 4,331, 23%). Additionally, the majority of private/parochial
teacher respondents had never taught in a non-charter public (N = 138, 45%), nor in a
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charter public school setting (N = 166, 56%), nor in a profession other than teaching
(N = 98, 33%). The majority of these teachers (N = 102, 35%) had taught in the
private/parochial school setting from 1 to 3 years. Within the charter public/charter
public school category, the majority of teacher respondents had never taught in a noncharter public (N = 138, 45%), nor in a charter public school setting, (N = 166, 56%)
school setting, nor in a profession other than teaching (N = 98, 33%). The majority of
these teachers (N = 102, 33.4%) had taught in the private/parochial school setting from
1 to 3 years.
In the category of charter public/non-charter public schools, almost 1,000 teachers
(N = 989, 30%) had taught at least 3 years in the charter public school setting, and 4,387
had been teaching for 6 to 10 years (N = 4,387, 23 %). From the data received, it
appeared that if a charter public/non-charter public school teacher had prior experience in
a private/parochial school setting, he or she tended to stay in that teaching situation a
shorter amount of time, with the majority of teachers staying less than 3 years (60.4%).
About 30% of charter public/non-charter public school teachers (N = 4,528) had worked
in a job outside of the teaching profession, with 10% of those working outside of teaching
for 3 years or less.
Measures
Teacher-to-Teacher Trust
There were five questions specifically targeted to measure the teacher-to-teacher
trust levels of respondents. These same five questions were provided to each set of
teachers in the three school settings; non-charter public, charter public and
private/parochial. Table 7 reiterates the wording of the five questions and provides the
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range, mean, standard deviation and reliability coefficient for each question. Each
question was coded similarly on both surveys so that the data could be collected using
those code numbers.
The first question was, “To what extent do you feel respected by other teachers?”
(M = 3.60, SD = .61), and answer options for this question were (1) not at all, (2) a little,
(3) some, or (4) to a great extent. The second question in this category asked to what
extent the teacher disagreed or agreed with the statement, “Teachers in this school trust
each other” (M = 3.10, SD = .70), and the answer options for this question were
(1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) agree, or (4) strongly agree. Question 3 asked to
what extent the teacher disagreed or agreed with the statement, “It’s OK in this school to
discuss feelings, worries, and frustrations with other teachers” (M = 3.20, SD = .75), and
the answer options for this question were the same as the previous question. Question 4
asked about the statement, “Teachers respect other teachers who take the lead in school
improvement efforts” (M = 3.20, SD = .75), and the answer options for this question
included (1) not at all, (2) a little, (3) some, or (4) to a great extent. The last statement
asked about in the variable category of teacher-to-teacher trust was, “Teachers at this
school respect those colleagues who are experts in their craft” (M = 3.30, SD = .68), and
the answer options were the same as the previous question. Range of responses for the
first five items were from 1–4 on a Likert scale, and the total number of respondents for
these items was N = 14,110.
Table 7 details the results for each question within the teacher-to-teacher trust
variable. Also reported in Table 7 is the reliability coefficient for each of the five
teacher-to-teacher questions.
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Table 7
Item Data for Teacher-to-Teacher Trust Variable
Item-Teacher

Range

M

SD

Reliability
Coefficient

#1 To what extent do you feel respected by
other teachers (Item #tte19q01)

1-4

3.60

.61

.91

#2 Teachers in this school respect each other
(Item #tte20q01)

1-4

3.10

.70

.86

#3 It’s OK in this school to discuss feelings,
worries and frustrations with other teachers
(Item #tte20q02)

1-4

3.20

.75

.86

#4 Teachers respect other teachers who take
the lead in school improvement activities
(Item #tte20q03)

1-4

3.23

.75

.85

#5 Teachers at this school respect those
colleagues who are experts in their craft
(Item #tte20q04)

1-4

3.33

.68

.86

Total

alpha correlation coefficient

.89

As measured by Cronbach’s alpha, the overall alpha for this category of questions
is .89, which is significant in that it indicates “internal consistency within the subset”
(Munro, 2005, p. 325).
Reflective Dialogue
The variable of reflective dialogue consisted of six questions, which were
included in both editions of the survey instrument. The first question asked, “This school
year, how often have you had conversations with your colleagues about what helps
students learn best?” (M = 3.30, SD = .76); options for respondents to this question
included (1) less than once a month, (2) 2 or 3 times a month, (3) once or twice a week,
and (4) almost daily. Question 2 asked, “This school year, how often have you had
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conversations with your colleagues about the development of new curriculum?”
(M = 3.20, SD = .77); options for answers to this question were a replication of responses
to question 1. Question 3 asked respondents to answer the question, “This school year,
how often have you had conversations with colleagues about the goals of this school?”
(M = 3.20, SD = .85); answer options for question 3 were identical to those for questions
1 and 2. Item 4 under this variable examined the question, “This school year, how often
have you had conversations with your colleagues about managing classroom behavior?”
(M = 2.60, SD = .97); answer options for question four was a duplication of those for
questions 1 through 3. “Teachers talk about instruction in the teachers’ lounge, faculty
meetings, etc.” was the wording of the statement in item 5 (M = 3.26, SD =.98), and the
response options for this question and that of question 6 were: (1) strongly agree,
(2) disagree, (3) agree, or (4) strongly agree. Item 6 (M = 3.00, SD = .1.0) asked teachers
to respond to the statement, “Teachers in this school share and discuss student work with
other teachers.” The overall alpha coefficient for this reflective dialogue variable was .78.
Table 8 gives specifics on the standard deviation, range, and mean for each
question within the reflective dialogue group of questions.
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Table 8
Item Data for Reflective Dialogue Variable
Item

Range

M

SD

Reliability
Coefficient

#1 Teachers talk about instruction in the
teachers’ lounge, faculty meetings, etc.
(Item #ref04q01)

1-4

3.30

.76

.76

#2 This school year how often have you had
conversations with colleagues about new
curriculum? (Item #ref05q02)

1-4

3.20

.77

.76

#3 This school year how often have you had
conversations with colleagues about what helps
students learn best? (Item#ref05q01)

1-4

3.20

.85

.71

#4 Teachers in this school share and discuss
student work with other teachers.
(Item#ref04q02)

1-4

2.60

.97

.73

#5 This school year how often have you had
conversations with colleagues about the goals
of the school? (Item #ref05103)

1-4

2.60

.98

.73

#6 This school year how often have you had
conversations with colleagues about managing
classroom behavior? (Item#ref05q04)

1-4

3.0

1.0

.76

Total

Scale alpha correlation coefficient

.78

Use of Assessment Data
The category covering use of assessment data also included five questions.
Question 1 asked teachers, “This school year, how often have you gone over student
assessment data with other teachers to make instructional decisions?” (M = 3.10,
SD = .87); answer options for question 1 were (1) never, (2) once or twice, (3) 3 to 9
times, and (4) 10 or more times. The wording for the statement for item 2 was, “I review
assessment data with my principal” (M = 1.20, SD = 4.1), with answer options of
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(1) never, (2) a few times a year, (3) every 6 to 8 weeks, (4) every 3 to 4 weeks, or
(5) weekly. These answer options were also available for items 3 through 5. Item 3
stated, “I review assessment data independently,” which requested an answer that
reflected a choice of quantification of time allotment to the activity (M = 3.60, SD = 1.3).
Item 4 stated, “I review this data with teachers in my grade level,” which required
teachers to indicate how often they do review data with teachers within their grade level
(M = 2.90, SD = 1.3). The last item within this group of inquiries was, “I review
assessment data with teachers across grade levels,” again asking for a response indicating
time commitment (M = 2.80, SD = 1.3). The overall alpha coefficient within this use of
assessment data variable was .80.
Table 9 deconstructs the statistical information on this sample of questions.
Within this category the alpha coefficient indicates consistency within the use of
assessment data questions.
Collective Responsibility
The variable of collective responsibility included five questions to collect the
teacher respondent feelings of the entire staff’s responsibility for the success of the
school. The range for all five questions within the variable was 1–5 on a Likert scale.
The first question asked respondents to answer, “How many teachers in the school feel
responsible when students in this school fail?’(M = 3.80, SD = 1.1); answer options for
questions 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 were all the same and consist of (1) none, (2) some, (3) about
half, (4) most, and (5) nearly all. The second question requested teachers to respond to
the question, “How many teachers in this school feel responsible to help each other do
their best?”(M = 4.00, SD = 1.0). Item 3 probed the question, “How many teachers in this
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school help maintain discipline in the entire school?” (M = 3.90, SD = 1.1). Question 4
asked the teacher respondent to answer this question, “How many teachers in this school
take responsibility for improving their school?” (M = 4.20, SD = .94). The last query
within this variable asked, “How many teachers in this school feel responsible for helping
students develop self-control?’ (M = 4.10, SD = .99). Within this category of questions
for the collective responsibility variable, the overall alpha coefficient was .94, indicating
a high uniformity in the question pool.

Table 9
Item Data for Use of Data Assessment Variable
Item

Range

M

SD

Reliability
Coefficient

#1 This school year how often have you gone
over student assessment data with other
teachers to make instructional decisions
(Item #clb06q03)

1-5

3.10

.87

.80

#2 I review assessment data with my
principal (Item #07q04)

1-5

4.10

1.2

.72

#3 I review this data independently
(Item #07q01)

1-5

3.60

1.3

.74

#4 I review this data with teachers in my grade
level (Item #07q02)

1-5

2.90

1.3

.76

#5 I review this data with teachers across
grade levels (Item #07q03)

1-5

2.80

1.3

.81

Total

Scale alpha correlation coefficient

.80

An item analysis for the collective responsibility variable is available in Table 10.
The collective responsibility variable had the highest alpha coefficient among the five
collapsed variables.
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Table 10
Item Data for Collective Responsibility Variable
Item

Range

M

SD

Reliability
Coefficient

#1 How many teachers in this school feel
responsible when students in this school fail?
(Item #clr08q06)

1-5

3.80

1.1

.94

#2 How many teachers in this school feel
responsible to help each other do their best?
(Item #clr08q03)

1-5

4.00

1.0

.92

#3 How many teachers in this school help
maintain discipline in the entire school?
(Item #clr08q01)

1-5

3.90

1.1

.93

#4 How many teachers in this school take
responsibility for improving the school?
(Item #clr 08q02)

1-5

4.20

.94

.93

#5 How many teachers in this school feel
responsible for helping students develop selfcontrol? (Item #clr08q05)

1-5

4.10

.99

.93

Total

alpha correlation coefficient

.94

Focus on Student Learning
The last variable to be analyzed was focus on student learning (Table 11). This
variable contained five questions. Questions focused on how teachers perceived what
they did in their school to improve student learning. The answer options for questions 1,
2, and 3 included (1) none, (2) some, (3) about half, (4) most, and (5) nearly all.
Question 1 asked “How many teachers in this school are really trying to improve their
teaching?” (M = 4.20, SD = .90). Question 2 examined the following: “How many
teachers in this school are willing to take risks to make this school better?” (M = 3.90,
SD = .99). The third question, which had the same answer options as the first two,
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queried, “How many teachers in this school are eager to try new ideas?” (M = 3.90,
SD = .99). The next two questions presented the following answer options: (1) strongly
disagree, (2) disagree, (3) agree, and (4) strongly agree. Question 4 asked teachers, “To
what extent do you agree with the following: curriculum, instruction and learning
materials are well coordinated across the different grade levels?”(M = 2.80, SD = .77).

Table 11
Item Data for Focus on Student Learning Variable
Item

Range

M

SD

Reliability
Coefficient

#1 How many teachers in this school are
really trying to improve their teaching?
(Item #inv09q01)

1-5

4.20

.90

.81

#2 How many teachers in this school are
willing to take risks to make the school better?
(Item #inv09q02)

1-5

3.90

1.00

.80

#3 How many teachers in this school are
eager to try new ideas? (Item #inv09q03)

1-5

3.90

.99

.80

#4 To what extent do you agree with the
following: curriculum, instruction and learning
materials are well coordinated across different
grade levels at this school? (Item #pgc26q04)

1-4

2.80

.77

.86

#5 To what extent do you agree that there is
consistency in curriculum, instruction, and
learning materials among teachers in the same
grade level in this school? (Item #pgc26q05)

1-4

3.00

.76

.86

Total

Scale alpha correlation coefficient

.86

The last question asked a similar question: “To what extent do you agree with the
following: there is consistency in curriculum, instruction and learning materials among
teachers in the same grade level at this school?”(M = 3.00, SD = .76). Within this
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variable the alpha coefficient was .86, which indicates again that there is a high reliability
among the questions in this category.
Research Question 1
Research question 1 asked if there was a relationship (positive or negative)
between teacher-to-teacher trust and reflective dialogue, collective responsibilities, use of
assessment data, and focus on student learning.
In order to address the research question, teachers were asked between five and
six questions in the categories of (a) teacher-to-teacher trust, (b) reflective dialogue,
(c) collective responsibility, (d) the use of assessment data, and (e) focus on student
learning. Teacher responses were tabulated and statistics were run to determine if there
was a correlation between trusts levels and each of the four constructs that were
addressed. These correlations were tested by using Pearson’s correlation coefficient. In
Table 12, the results of the data analyzed are listed. All correlations were statistically
significant between the five variables. As noted at the bottom of the table, all correlations
that scored at a .01 level or higher were considered significant and all relationships within
these variables were positively significant, which indicated that if one variable moved in
a positive direction, the other variable(s) would also move in a positive direction. For
example, the relationship between the variables of collective responsibility and reflective
dialogue had a high positive correlation (r = .469, p = .000). Comparing collective
responsibility and the construct of focus on student learning revealed an even higher level
of significance (r = .772, p = .000). The use of assessment of data and collective
responsibility had the lowest correlation coefficient within all the variables (r = .388,
p = .000), although it was still significant. The last comparison in the category of
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collective responsibility was between that variable and teacher-to-teacher trust (r = .563,
p = .000). This is one of the highest correlation relationships that was revealed in the
analysis.

Table 12
Correlations Between Variables
Pearson’s Correlation
Sig. (2 tail)

Collective
Respons.

Reflective
Dialogue

Student
Learning

Data
Review

Teacher
Trust

Collective responsibility
N

1
15165

.469
14901

.772
14250

.388
14741

.563
13952

Reflective dialogue
N

.469
14901

1
15196

.475
14161

.505
14706

.381
13874

Focus on student learning
N

.772
14250

.475
14161

1
14394

.401
14019

.585
13464

Use of assessment data
N

.388
14741

.505
14706

.401
14019

1.0
14955

.269
13737

Teacher to teacher trust
N

.563
13952

.381
13874

.585
13464

.269
13737

1
14111

Note. All correlations are significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

The next construct that was analyzed was the relationship between reflective
dialogue and student learning (r = .475, p = .000). An affirmative connection was
established within these two variables. A positive relationship between the variables of
reflective dialogue and use of assessment data was also revealed (r = .505, p = .000). This
relationship reveals that teachers who would use reflective dialogue would also use
assessment data in their practice. Teacher-to-teacher trust and reflective dialogue were
reviewed for any type of correlations that occurred between these two paradigms
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(r = .381, p = .000). As stated previously, these two concepts walk hand-in-hand. The
use of assessment of data compared with the variable of focus on student learning also
indicates a positive relationship within these ideas (r = .401, p = .000). This reflects back
on the interconnectedness of each of these variables with the outcome of improved
student learning as the goal. Teachers will use available assessment data to form
teaching interventions to improve student learning.
A strong positive relationship was found, which supports Bryk and Schneider’s
early research in Chicago, between teacher-to-teacher trust and focus on student learning
(r = .585, p = .000). This relationship was the premise that formed the initial idea of this
research project. The more teachers trust each other the more likely they are to engage in
collaborative efforts to improve the overall school achievement. Although a lower score
was realized between teacher-to-teacher trust and use of assessment data, the score was
still statistically significant and positively correlated (r = .269, p = .000). Again, this is a
confirmation that higher teacher trust levels are related to teachers using resources
available to them to increase pupil accomplishment.
These relationships were scrutinized even further by using Levene’s Test for
Equality of Variances and a t test for Equality of Means to determine if there was a
normal distribution within the data (see Table 13). Levene’s Test of Equality of Variance
is a parametric test method and assumes that there is equality within the distribution. If
the significance value is lower than or equal to .05, then equality in the variance is not
assumed. In the variable of collective responsibility, t(15163), p = .913, the data indicate
that variability within that construct is not significantly different. The paradigm of
reflective dialogue, t(15194), p = .993, also reflects likeness among the variable. Both
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variables of focus on student learning, t(14392), p = .231, and teacher-to-teacher trust,
t(14108), p = .261, have lower significance than the previous variables; however, they
would still be considered important. The one variable that did not present at a significant
level was that of use of assessment data, t(14193), p = .000. This variable could reflect an
issue that would need further scrutiny or it could reflect past practice within school that
tended not to use data for school improvements activities.

Table 13
Equality of Variance and Equality of Means Analysis
Levene’s Test for
Equality of Variances

t Test for Equality of Means

F

Sig.

t

df

Sig.
(2-tailed)

collrespon
Equal variances assumed
Equal variances not assumed

.012

.913

–2.413
–2.408

15163
1045.796

.016
.016

refldial
Equal variances assumed
Equal variances not assumed

.000

.993

–2.646
–2.671

15194
1061.743

.008
.008

focuslearn
Equal variances assumed
Equal variances not assumed

1.433

.231

1.915
1.877

14392
978.861

.055
.061

datarev
Equal variances assumed
Equal variances not assumed

18.258

.000

4.369
4.758

14953
1066.713

.000
.000

tttrust
Equal variances assumed
Equal variances not assumed

1.264

.261

–3.900
–3.987

14108
1007.253

.000
.000
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The next step was to evaluate the variables for significant differences between the
means of the constructs. This was accomplished by running a t test for Equality of
Means. Significant variables within the data set include those for collective
responsibility (p = .016), reflective dialogue (p = .008), and focus on student learning
(p = .055). This information indicated that there were no significant differences between
these constructs. Variables that were less than statistically significant were use of
assessment data (p = .000) and teacher-to-teacher trust (p = .000). This result specified
that there is a statistically significant difference between these concepts.
In addition to the t test for Equality of Means, a confidence level for each variable
was determined. Table 14 provided a breakdown of the data in each variable category
and provided a lower and upper parameter for each construct. These are the lower and
upper bound of the confidence interval for the mean difference. A confidence interval for
the mean specifies a range of values within which the unknown population parameter,
which in this analysis is referred to the mean, may lie.

106
Table 14
t Test for Equality of Means – Confidence Intervals
t Test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interval of
the Difference
Std. Error
Differences
Lower
Upper
collrespon
Equal variances assumed
Equal variances not assumed

.158
.158

–.691
–.692

–.071
–.071

refldial
Equal variances assumed
Equal variances not assumed

.124
.123

–.573
–.571

–.085
–.087

focuslearn
Equal variances assumed
Equal variances not assumed

.125
.128

–.006
–.011

.485
.490

datarev
Equal variances assumed
Equal variances not assumed

.152
.140

.367
.391

.964
.940

tttrust
Equal variances assumed
Equal variances not assumed

.100
.098

–.585
–.581

–.194
–.198

Research Question 2
My hypothesis for research question 2 stated, “There will be a difference in
teacher-to-teacher trust, reflective dialogue, collective responsibility, use of assessment
data and focus on student learning between teachers in private/parochial, charter public
and non-charter public school settings.” To test this hypothesis, a one-way analysis of
variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine if there is a difference in the means of
these constructs based on school type. Post hoc testing was conducted using a Tukey
post hoc test to focus on the main effects demonstrated by the initial analysis.
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Respondents completed the surveys individually meaning that how one
respondent answered had no bearing on how other respondents answered. The result of
this was that the answers were independent of each other. Levene’s test was used to
verify that the variances were homogenous. Each of the five variables—teacher-toteacher trust, focus on student learning, use of assessment data, collective responsibility,
and reflective dialogue—was tested at the .05 level, with a null hypothesis that the
variances of the variable scores were equal. The results from the SPSS analysis are
reported by construct, and followed by ANOVA and post hoc multiple comparisons
where appropriate.
Table 15 reflects a descriptive statistic table of the five variables by number of
respondents, mean, and standard deviation. It also reports standard error and the lower
and upper confidence levels for the mean. The number of teacher respondents was
unequal in the three school settings, with the largest number of respondents being those
that taught in the non-charter public school. The smallest number to respond was
reflected from the private/parochial arena.
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Table 15
Descriptives of Variables in Three School Settings

N

M

SD

Std.
Error

95% Confidence
Interval for Mean
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound

Collective responsibility
charter
public
private
Total

1429
13440
296
15165

19.98
19.58
16.96
19.56

4.567
4.656
4.231
4.656

.121
.040
.246
.038

19.74
19.50
16.48
19.49

20.22
19.66
17.45
19.64

Reflective dialogue
charter
public
private
Total

1448
13453
295
15196

18.31
17.99
16.02
17.98

3.560
3.693
3.188
3.682

.094
.032
.186
.030

18.13
17.93
15.65
17.92

18.50
18.05
16.38
18.04

Focus on learning
charter
public
private
Total

1341
12766
287
14394

17.78
17.92
15.95
17.87

3.489
3.580
3.468
3.580

.095
.032
.205
.030

17.59
17.86
15.55
17.81

17.96
17.98
16.36
17.93

Use of assessment data
charter
public
private
Total

1434
13242
279
14955

16.08
16.52
13.88
16.43

3.947
4.526
3.502
4.472

.104
.039
.210
.037

15.88
16.44
13.47
16.36

16.29
16.60
14.29
16.50

Teacher-to-teacher trust
charter
public
private
Total

1346
12483
281
14110

16.86
16.42
14.95
16.44

2.693
2.876
2.907
2.870

.073
.026
.173
.024

16.72
16.37
14.61
16.39

17.01
16.47
15.30
16.48

In the area of collective responsibility, there was a difference noted in the mean
between the private/parochial teacher respondents (M = 16.96, SD = 4.2, N = 296) and
the non-charter public teacher respondents (M = 19.58, SD = 4.7, N = 13,440) and
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charter public teacher respondents (M = 19.98, SD = 4.6, N = 1,429). The difference in
mean scores between charter public and non-charter public teachers was minimal. The
same type of response pattern appeared in the means in the construct of reflective
dialogue. A slight difference was noted between the non-charter respondents (M = 18.0,
SD = 3.7, N = 13,453) and the charter public teachers (M = 18.31, SD = 3.6. N = 1,448).
Private/parochial teachers had a lower mean (M = 16.02, SD = 3.2, N = 295) than either
of the other two categories of teacher respondents. Focus on student learning was the
third construct to be assessed with the same configuration in the outcome. The
private/parochial teachers had a lower mean score (M = 15.95, SD = 3.5, N = 287) than
either the non-charter public (M = 17.92, SD = 3.6, N = 12,766, or the charter public
respondents (M = 17.78, SD = 3.5, N = 1,341). The fourth variable to be considered was
use of assessment data. Both the non-charter public (M = 16.52, SD = 4.5, N = 13,242)
and charter public educators (M = 16.08, SD = 3.9, N = 1,434) had significantly higher
mean scores on that construct than did the private/parochial (M = 13.88, SD = 3.5,
N = 279) educators. The last variable reviewed in Table 14 was that of teacher-to-teacher
trust. Difference was also reported between the private/parochial teachers (M = 14.95,
SD = 2.9, N = 281) and the other two teacher categories: non-charter public (M = 16.42,
SD = 2.9, N = 12,483) and charter public (M = 16.86, SD = 2.7, N = 1,346).
A Levene’s test was also completed to review the data for homogeneity of
variances on the five constructs (Table 16). The significance of the Levene statistic is
greater than .05 in three variables: collective responsibility (p = .127), teacher-to-teacher
trust (p = .589), and focus on student learning (p = .687). For these three areas, these
results reveal that the null hypothesis of equal variances should be retained. In the other
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two variables, reflective dialogue (p = .000) and use of assessment data (p = .000), the
significance level was below .05. The conclusion that was drawn from these scores was
that the variances are significantly different from the other three variables; therefore,
there is insufficient evidence to claim that the variances are not equal. The inference for
this study from these finding are that variances are significantly different in these two
variables.

Table 16
Test of Homogeneity of Variances of Variables When Grouped by School Setting
Levene
Statistic

df1

df2

Sig.

Collective responsibility

2.060

2

15162

.127

Reflective dialogue

7.831

2

15193

.000

.376

2

14391

.687

47.897

2

14952

.000

.529

2

14107

.589

Focus on learning
Data review
Teacher trust

Table 17 presents the results of the one-way ANOVA at the .05 level, with school
setting as the independent variable and the educational variable as the dependent variable.
The null hypothesis for this analysis was that there would be a difference in the variables
dependent on the school setting. As indicated by the significance levels reported in Table
17, all five variables had the same significance level of .000, which is less than the
critical value of .05. This indicated that the means differed more than would be expected
by chance alone. These results directed the researcher to do further post-hoc testing on
the data.
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Table 17
ANOVA – Table of Variables When Grouped by School Setting
Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Collective responsibility
Between groups
Within groups
Total

2253.637
326439.377
328693.014

2
15162
15164

1126.818
21.530

52.337

.000

Reflective dialogue
Between groups
Within groups
Total

1298.862
204751.830
206050.692

2
15193
15195

649.431
13.477

48.189

.000

Focus on learning
Between groups
Within groups
Total

1094.721
183330.439
184425.160

2
14391
14393

547.361
12.739

42.967

.000

Data review
Between groups
Within groups
Total

2092.792
296957.022
299049.814

2
14952
14954

1046.396
19.861

52.687

.000

Teacher trust
Between groups
Within groups
Total

867.207
115351.087
116218.294

2
14107
14109

433.603
8.177

53.028

.000

Post hoc testing (Table 18) consisted of the utilization of the Tukey HSD
(honestly significant difference) test, which is the “most conservation comparison
instrument and the critical value of Tukey remain the same for each comparison
regardless of the total number of means to be compared” (Munro, 2005, p. 165). The
post hoc test identified levels of significance in the mean differences in all variables in all
differing schools settings, with the exception of focus on student learning in both the noncharter (p = .352) and charter public (p = .352) school settings. Following Table 18, let
us look at each major variable and the findings.
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Table 18
Post Hoc Tests of Multiple Comparisons
95% Confidence
Interval

Collective
responsibility

Reflective
dialogue

Focus on
student
learning

Use of
assessment
data

Teacher-toteacher trust

Tukey
HSD

Tukey
HSD

Tukey
HSD

Tukey
HSD

Tukey
HSD

(I)
charter

(J)
charter

Mean
Difference
(I-J)

Std.
Error

Sig.

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

charter

public
private

.404*
3.018*

.129
.296

.005
.000

.10
2.32

.71
3.71

public

charter
private

–.404*
2.614*

.129
.273

.005
.000

–.71
1.98

–.10
3.25

private

charter
public

–3.018*
–2.614*

.296
.273

.000
.000

–3.71
–3.25

–2.32
–1.98

charter

public
private

.325*
2.297*

.102
.235

.004
.000

.09
1.75

.56
2.85

public

charter
private

–.325*
1.972*

.102
.216

.004
.000

–.56
1.47

.09
2.48

private

charter
public

–2.297*
–1.972*

.235
.216

.000
.000

–2.85
–2.48

–1.75
–1.47

charter

public
private

–1.41
1.823*

.102
.232

.352
.000

–.38
1.28

.10
2.37

public

charter
private

.141
1.964*

.102
.213

.352
.000

–.10
1.46

.38
2.46

private

charter
public

–1.823*
–1.964*

.232
.213

.000
.000

–2.37
–2.46

–1.28
–1.46

charter

public
private

–.435*
2.205*

.124
.292

.001
.000

–.73
1.52

–.14
2.89

public

charter
private

.435*
2.640*

.124
.270

.001
.000

.14
2.01

.73
3.27

private

charter
public

–2.205*
–2.640*

.292
.270

.000
.000

–2.89
–3.27

–1.52
–2.01

charter

public
private

.443*
1.911*

.082
.188

.000
.000

.25
2.57

.63
2.35

public

charter
private

–.443*
1.469*

.082
.172

.000
.000

–.63
1.06

–.25
1.87

private

charter
public

–1.911*
–1.469*

.188
.172

.000
.000

–2.35
–1.87

–1.47
–1.06

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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The construct of collective responsibility revealed, as indicated in Table 18, a
significant difference between means in the private/parochial schools and charter public
school setting (private/parochial-charter public, p = –3.018), and between
private/parochial and non-charter public (private/parochial-non-charter public,
p = –2.614) educational settings. The mean differences between the charter public and
private/parochial (p = 3.018) and the non-charter public and charter public (p = .404)
were also noteworthy. Within that construct, the charter public and non-charter public
(p = –4.04) and the non-charter public and private parochial (p = .2.614) school settings
comparisons of means were also significantly different at the .05 level. Overall in this
construct, all relationships were significant at the .05 level.
Due to the unequal numbers of respondents from the different school setting an
additional test was run to determine the grouping of the means in the subset. This
analysis was run on all five of the constructs under consideration in the research study.
Table 19 presents the results of further post hoc test that was used. The significance level
(p = .223) in Table 19 indicated that the means in the construct of collective
responsibility between the school setting were not significantly different. Sample size
mean and unequal group size are acknowledged in Table 19.
The construct of focus on student learning revealed, in Table 18, a significant
difference between means in the private/parochial schools and charter public school
setting (private/parochial-charter public, p = –1.823), and between private/parochial and
non-charter public (private/parochial-non-charter public, p = –1.964) educational
settings. The mean differences between the charter public and private/parochial (p =
1.823) was significant; however, the differences between the non-charter public and
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charter public (p = –1.41) was not significant at the .05 level. Within that construct also,
the non- charter public and private parochial (p = 1.964) school settings comparison of
means were not significant at the .05 level. Table 20 is a further post hoc test that was
used due to the fact that the number of respondents in each school setting was so
different. The significance level (p = .741), reported in Table 20 for the variable of focus
on student learning, indicates no statistically significant differences between school types.
Mean sample size and differing respondent levels are noted in the table also.

Table 19
Homogeneous Subsets for Variable in Three School Settings – Collective Responsibility
Subset for alpha = 0.05
Tukey HSD

a, b

Charter

N

private

296

public

13440

19.58

charter

1429

19.98

Sig.

1

2

16.96

1.000

.223

a

Uses harmonic mean sample size = 722.444. b The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean
of the group sizes is used. Type 1 error levels are not guaranteed.

Table 20
Homogeneous Subsets for Variable in Three School Settings – Focus on Student Learning
Subset for alpha = 0.05
Tukey HSD

a, b

Charter

N

private

287

charter

1341

17.78

public

12766

17.92

Sig.
a

1

2

15.95

1.000

.741

Uses harmonic mean sample size = 696.320. b The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean
of the group sizes is used. Type 1 error levels are not guaranteed.
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The construct of use of assessment data revealed, in Table 18, a significant
difference between means in the private/parochial schools and charter public school
setting (private/parochial-charter public, p = –2.205), and between private/parochial and
non-charter public (private/parochial-non-charter public, p = –2.640) educational settings
both are significant at the .000 level. The mean differences between the charter public
and private/parochial (p = 2.205) and the non-charter public and charter public (p = .435)
was also noteworthy at the .000 – .001 level. Within that construct also, the charter
public and non-charter public (p = .435) and the pubic charter and private parochial (p =
2.205) school settings comparison of means were significant at the .05 level. Table 21 is
a further post hoc test that was used to determine the differences in the means of the
subset. Within the paradigm of use of assessment data, the significance level (p = .165)
was also above the .05 level indicating it was not considered significantly different
between school types.

Table 21
Homogeneous Subsets for Variable in Three School Settings – Use of Assessment Data
Subset for alpha = 0.05
Tukey HSD a, b

Charter

N

private

279

charter

1434

16.08

public

13242

16.52

Sig.
a

1

2

13.88

1.000

.165

Uses harmonic mean sample size = 688.532. b The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean
of the group sizes is used. Type 1 error levels are not guaranteed.
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The construct of reflective dialogue, as indicated in Table 18, revealed a
significant difference between means in the private/parochial schools and charter public
school setting (private/parochial-charter public, p = –2.297), and between
private/parochial and non-charter public (private/parochial-non-charter public, p = –
1.972) educational settings. The mean differences between the charter public and
private/parochial (p = 2.297) and the non-charter public and charter public (p = .325)
was also noteworthy at the .05 level. Within that construct also, the non-charter public
and charter public (p = –.325) and the non-charter public and private parochial (p =
1.972) school settings comparison of means were significant at the .05 level. Table 22 is
a further post hoc test that was used due to the fact that the number of respondents in each
school setting was so different. The significance level (p = .212) reported in this analysis
indicates no statistically significant difference between school types.

Table 22
Homogeneous Subsets for Variable in Three School Settings – Reflective Dialogue
Subset for alpha = 0.05
Tukey HSD a, b

Charter

N

private

295

public

13453

17.99

charter

1448

18.31

Sig.

1

2

16.02

1.000

.212

a

Uses harmonic mean sample size = 722.061. b The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean
of the group sizes is used. Type 1 error levels are not guaranteed.

The construct of teacher-to-teacher trust revealed, in Table 18, a significant
difference between means in the private/parochial schools and charter public school
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setting (private/parochial-charter public, p = –1.911), and between private/parochial and
non-charter public (private/parochial-non-charter public, p = –1.469) educational
settings. The mean differences between the charter public and private/parochial
(p = 1.911) and the non-charter public and charter public (p = .443) was also significant.
Within that construct also, the non-charter public and charter public (p = –.443) and the
pubic charter and private parochial (p = 1.469) school settings comparison of means were
significant at the .05 level. Table 23 is a further post hoc test that was used due to the
fact that the number of respondents in each school setting was so different. The
significance level (p = 1.000) showed no significant difference within that construct.

Table 23
Homogeneous Subsets for Variable in Three School Settings – Teacher Trust
Subset for alpha = 0.05
Tukey HSD

a, b

Charter

N

private

281

public

12483

charter

1346

Sig.

1

2

3

14.95
16.42
16.86
1.000

1.000

1.000

a

Uses harmonic mean sample size = 684.655. b The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean
of the group sizes is used. Type 1 error levels are not guaranteed.

Overall, research question 2 was answered by utilizing an ANOVA to define if
there was a difference in the means of the five variables within differing school settings.
Within that analysis, in the area of collective responsibility there was a significant
difference between the private/parochial school respondents and that of both the charter
public and non-charter public respondents. There were also significant differences in all
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three school settings in the area of reflective dialogue. The last construct of teacher-toteacher trust also showed a significant difference in means between the private/parochial
teachers who scored lower than the teachers in either the non-charter public or charter
public schools. Levene’s statistic indicated that in the constructs of collective
responsibility, teacher-to-teacher trust and focus on student learning that the null
hypothesis of equal variances was established. In the other two variables of reflective
dialogue and use of assessment data, evidence indicated that variances in the means were
significantly different from the other three constructs. Also indicated by the ANOVA
results were that the means differed more than would be expected by chance alone, so a
Tukey test was conducted. This testing indicated levels of significance in the mean
differences in all variables in all three school settings with the exception of focus on
student learning in both the non-charter and charter public school environments.
Further post-hoc testing which statistically adjusted for the differences in sample
sizes between the non-charter public, the charter public, and the private/parochial groups,
however, yielded a different picture. This further post hoc testing to adjust for sample
size differences still showed differences in the means as follows: collective responsibility
(p = .223), focus on student learning (p = .741), use of assessment data (p = .165),
reflective dialogue (p = .212) and the construct of teacher-to-teacher trust (p = 1.000),
but those differences were all above the .05 level of significance. The resulting loss of
significance for the differences in the means across all five teacher variables of teacherto-teacher trust, use of assessment data, collective responsibility, focus on student
learning and reflective dialogue indicates inconclusive results regarding the existence of
differences in the five tested variables when compared across variables of school type.
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Research Question 3
The last research question was addressed by using the aggregate responses from
all three school types non-charter public, charter public, and private/parochial to test for
the relationship between the construct of teacher-to-teacher trust and each of the other
four constructs of focus on student learning, use of assessment data, collective
responsibility, and reflective dialogue. A multiple regression analysis was completed on
the responses to test for the above stated relationship. The following tables reflect the
multiple regression analysis that was completed with the dependent variable of teacherto-teacher trust and independent variables of focus on student learning, use of assessment
data, reflective dialogue, and collective responsibility identified. All of the independent
variables were tested in relationship to the dependent variable of teacher-to-teacher trust.
The assumption that there would be at least one positive relationship between the teacherto-teacher trust variable and one of the independent variables was based on the previous
research done by Bryk and Schneider (2002) where a strong relationship between
teacher-to-teacher trust and student learning was identified. SPSS was utilized to
complete the analysis and a comprehensive analysis of these relationships follow.
As shown in Table 24, the R² value (R² = .380) and adjusted R² (adjusted
R² = .380) are identical. The adjusted R² value indicated that about 38% of the variance in
teacher-to-teacher trust variable (R = .617) is explained by the four predictor or constant
variables: use of assessment data, focus on student learning, collective responsibility, and
reflective dialogue. The closer the R score is to 1.0, the higher the correlation is between
the variables. Standard error of the estimate in this analysis was 2.257. Further analysis
was warranted to better understand which of the relationships were more significant than
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the others. An ANOVA was the next step in the analysis process, and was used to
determine if there was a significant difference between the means.

Table 24
Multiple Regression Model Summary
Model

R

R Square

Adjusted R Square

Std. Error of the
Estimate

1

.617a

.380

.380

2.257

a

Predictors: (Constant), use of assessment data, focus on student learning, collective
responsibility, and reflective dialogue.

Table 25 reports the results of the ANOVA test on the data of the multiple
regression analysis. In this analysis the same configuration of dependent variable
(teacher-to-teacher trust) and independent (or predictor) variables (use of assessment
data, collective responsibility, focus on student learning, and reflective dialogue) was
used when performing the investigation. These results indicated significant relationships,
F(4, 12826) = 1969, p = .000, between the dependent variable and the predictor
variables. The degrees of freedom in this analysis were four, which is reflective of the
number of predictor variables that were used. The F score of 1969.13 indicated that the
four predictor variables are closely related to the dependent variable of teacher-to-teacher
trust.
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Table 25
Multiple Regression ANOVA
Model
1

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

1969.132

.000a

Regression

40127.791

4

10031.948

Residual

65343.396

12826

5.095

105471.187

12830

Total

Note. Dependent variable: teacher-to-teacher trust.
a
Predictors: (Constant),use of assessment data, collective responsibility, focus on student
learning and reflective dialogue

Further examination was done (Table 26), which took the form of a correlation
analysis. This was completed to identify which relationships were the most significant
and of the greatest influence upon the dependent variable of teacher-to-teacher trust.
From the analysis completed the following was found to be applicable. All relationships
between the four independent variables and the dependent variable were statistically
significant. Taking the analysis a step further and looking at the beta scores, beta
coefficients are the estimates resulting from an analysis performed on variables that have
been standardized so that they have variances of 1. In this analysis, the strongest
predictor variable that was positively correlated with the teacher-to-teacher variable was
focus on student learning (β = .348, p = .000). This was then followed by the variable of
collective responsibility (β = .254, p = .000).
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Table 26
Multiple Regression Coefficients
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Model

B

Std. Error

7.181

.118

Collective
responsibility

.157

.007

Reflective
dialogue

.084

Student
learning

(Constant)

1

Assessment
data

Standardized
Coefficients
Beta

t

Sig.

60.927

.000

.254

22.793

.000

.007

.107

12.309

.000

.279

.009

.348

30.966

.000

–.017

.005

–.026

–3.102

.002

Note. Dependent variable: teacher-to-teacher trust.

The other relationships, reflective dialogue (β =.11, p = .000) and use of
assessment data (β = –.03, p = .002), were also significant; however, they showed a
weaker relationship to the teacher-to-teacher variable than the first two variables. They,
reflective dialogue and use of assessment data, are still indicative of a positive
relationship to teacher-to-teacher trust nonetheless.
This prediction model contained four predictors and was resolved in four steps
with no variables removed during the analysis process. The model proved to be
statistically significant. The dependent variable, teacher-to-teacher trust, was primarily
predicted by higher levels of student learning which received the strongest weight in the
model followed by the collective responsibility variable. Use of assessment data received
the lowest weight on the correlation scale. From the yield of this analytic model it can be
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interpreted that the teacher-to-teacher trust variable is positively affected in differing but
significant degrees by the four predictor variables of focus on student learning, reflective
dialogue, use of assessment data and collective responsibility.
Research question 3 was answered with a multiple regression analysis. The
variable of teacher-to-teacher trust was used as the dependent variable with the four other
constructs as the independent variables. A significant relationship between the teacherto-teacher trust variable and the four remaining variables was established using a multiple
regression ANOVA analysis. Further analysis was completed using a multiple regression
coefficient analysis which indicated that all relationships between the four independent
variables and the dependent variable were statistically significant. The strongest
predictor variable in regard to the teacher-to-teacher trust was the construct of focus on
student learning, followed by the construct of collective responsibility.

CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
“In all groups, progress depends on the group performing in a manner such that
the whole is greater than the sum of its parts” (Flynn & Hay, 2011, p. 107). This
philosophy has no greater application than in the field of education. Student achievement
is the one critical element in the field of education that can indicate both student growth
and also teacher effectiveness. Trust between teachers has been established as a key
element in the enhancement of student achievement (Bryk & Schneider, 2002). With the
continued emphasis on student learning, teacher evaluation, and school of choice issues
that are at the forefront in the field of education at the present time, this study attempted
to evaluate the issue of teacher-to-teacher trust in three different school environments,
including non-charter public, charter public, and private/parochial school settings.
This descriptive quantitative study utilized an on-line survey (My Voice, My
School) that was originally designed by Bryk and Schneider in the late 1990s for research
conducted within the Chicago Public Schools. The original survey instrument has been
refined since that time, and it was distributed bi-annually to all non-charter and charter
public teachers within the Chicago Public school system until 2013, and is now used
annually. As my study targeted the five constructs of teacher-to-teacher trust, focus on
student learning, use of assessment data, collective responsibility and reflective dialogue,
the specific questions that related to those areas were lifted (with permission) from the
original My School, My Voice survey, to create an abbreviated survey. This abbreviated
124
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survey, along with some additional modifications for participant background variables,
was distributed to the private and parochial schools within the physical limits of the
Chicago Public schools. Data from the abbreviated and modified survey, plus data from
the 2013 issuance of the My School My Voice surveys, were used in my study with
permission from the Chicago Consortium of School Research. My study used the
combination of both data sources to examine the connections between the five constructs
in the three different school settings—non-charter public, charter public, and
private/parochial.
Of the 15,466 teachers who responded to the two surveys, 84.1% (or 13,664)
represented non-charter public schools; 9.7% (or 1,497) were charter public school
teachers; and 6.2% (or 305) were teachers from private and parochial schools. The
response rates for the data collected by the Chicago Consortium of School Research from
charter and non-charter public schools was high (64.8%) due to the Chicago Public
School’s requirement that teachers participate in the survey. The response rate from the
private and parochial schools sample to the abbreviated version of the survey was low
(about 8% of those 2,500 private and parochial teachers recruited for the study), due to
the voluntary nature of the invitation to participate and the fact that there was no
centralized authority requiring response.
In my study, high school was classified as grades 9–12 and teachers from
preschool to 8th grade were classified as non-high school teachers. Of the total sample of
respondents (N = 15, 776), 959 respondents categorized themselves as high school
teachers. The remaining 14,817 respondents classified themselves as non-high school
teachers. By contrast, the breakdown of the private/parochial respondents was 218 high
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school teachers, 78 non-high school teachers, and 14 respondents who could not be
classified as to teaching status. The breakdown of high school teachers from the noncharter and charter public school sector was 781, and the number of non-high school
teachers, within the same sector, as 14,739. The reason for the striking differences in the
ratios of high school teacher respondents to non-high school teacher respondents when
comparing the non-charter public school sample of the private/parochial sample is not
known, but acknowledged as a possible limitation for this study. The number of female
and male teacher respondents in the category of private/parochial sector was slightly
higher than that of the charter public/non-charter public sector respondents both male and
female. Master’s-level teachers represented the majority of teachers in all school settings
(private/parochial school, N = 148, 48.5%, charter public/non-charter public, N = 7,443,
51.5 %). The majority of respondents in both categories (private/parochial and charter
public/non-charter public) were white (non-Hispanic). Results of the survey data indicate
that the majority of teachers in all education environments had taught for an average of
6–10 years (private/parochial, N = 76, and non-charter public/charter public, N = 4,431).
Research Question 1
Research question 1 explored the potential that there would be a relationship
(positive or negative) between teacher-to-teacher trust and four constructs related to
student achievement: reflective dialogue, collective responsibility, use of assessment
data, and focus on student learning. Research question 1 was answered using various
statistical methods (Table 12) including Pearson’s correlation coefficient. This analysis
provided information that indicated a positive relationship between teacher-to-teacher
trust and the four other constructs of reflective dialogue, collective responsibility, use of
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assessment data and focus on student learning. All correlations were significant at the
.000 level. Not only was there a positive relationship between teacher-to-teacher trust
and the four other constructs, there was also an internal positive relationship established
between all five constructs. This established, again, the interconnectedness of these
variables to and among each other; if one variable moved in a positive direction, the other
variable(s) would also move in a positive direction. Levene’s Test for Equality of
Variances (Table 13) and a t test for Equality of Means (Table 14) were both used to
determine if there was a normal distribution within the data set.
Research Question 2
Research question 2 asked if there would be a difference in teacher-to-teacher
trust, reflective dialogue, collective responsibility, use of assessment data, and focus on
student learning between teachers in private/parochial, charter public and non-charter
public school settings. Research question 2 was answered utilizing both a descriptive
analysis and an ANOVA to define if there was a difference in the means of the five
variables within differing school settings.
The mean for each variable in differing schools settings (Table 15) was recorded,
with the number of respondents also indicated. Analysis in the area of collective
responsibility indicated that there was at least a 2-point difference between the responses
from the private/parochial school respondents and the responses of both the charter public
and non-charter public respondents. Both charter public and non-charter public educators
had higher mean scores (M = 19.98, M = 19.58, respectively) in this construct than the
private/parochial (M = 16.96) respondents, almost a 3-point difference in the mean
scores. There was also the same spread of differences in all three school settings in the
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area of reflective dialogue. Charter public respondents (M = 18.31) scored higher in this
variable than either the non-charter public (M = 17.99) or the private/parochial
(M = 6.02); the private/parochial teachers had a lower mean score than did either the
charter public or non-charter public teachers. The last construct of teacher-to-teacher
trust also showed a difference in means between the private/parochial teachers
(M = 14.95), who scored lower than the teachers in either the non-charter public (16.42)
or charter public schools (M = 16.86).
Levene’s statistic (Table 16) indicated that for the constructs of collective
responsibility (p = .127), teacher-to-teacher trust (p = .589), and focus on student
learning (p = .687), the null hypothesis of equal variances was established. In the other
two variables of reflective dialogue (p = .000) and use of assessment data (p = .000),
evidence indicated that variances in the means were significantly different from the other
three constructs. Also indicated by the ANOVA analysis (Table 17) was the result that
the means differed more than would be expected by chance alone. All significance levels
within the ANOVA were reported as .000.
A Tukey test (Table 18) was conducted to further analyze any school setting
differences and five constructs. This testing indicated levels of significance in the mean
differences in all variables between the three school settings, with the exception of focus
on student learning in both the non-charter (p = .352) and charter public school (p =
.352) environments. Within that analysis, in the area of collective responsibility there was
a significant difference between the private/parochial school respondents and that of both
the charter public and non-charter public respondents (p = .000). In the same category a
significant difference between the non-charter public respondents (p = .005) and non-
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charter public teachers was noted. In the construct of reflective dialogue, a significant
difference was revealed between the private/parochial teachers (p = .000) and charter
public and non-charter public teacher respondents; a difference was noted also in that
construct between the non-charter public and charter public school respondents (p =
.004). Use of assessment data revealed a significant difference between the
private/parochial teachers and both the charter public and non-charter public school
respondents (p = .000). The last variable of teacher-to-teacher trust indicated that all
differences between private/parochial, non-charter public and charter public teachers
were significant at the .000 level.
Due to the uneven distribution of respondents from the differing school settings,
additional post hoc testing was completed (Tables 19–23). This post-hoc testing
statistically adjusted for the differences in sample sizes between the non-charter public,
the charter public, and the private/parochial groups, and yielded a different picture. This
further post hoc testing to adjust for sample size differences still showed differences in
the means as follows: collective responsibility (p = .223), focus on student learning (p =
.741), use of assessment data (p = .165), reflective dialogue (p = .212), and the construct
of teacher-to-teacher trust (p = 1.000), but those differences were all above the .05 level
of significance. The resulting loss of significant differences across all five teacher
variables of teacher-to-teacher trust, use of assessment data, collective responsibility,
focus on student learning, and reflective dialogue renders this analysis inconclusive
regarding the existence of differences across the variable of school type.
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Research Question 3
The last research question, research question 3, inquired as to whether the
variables of reflective dialogue, collective responsibility, use of assessment data and
focus on student learning can be predicted based on teacher-to-teacher trust, and the type
of school setting. Research question 3 was answered with a multiple regression analysis.
The variable of teacher-to-teacher trust was used as the dependent variable with the four
other constructs as the independent variables. A significant relationship between the
teacher-to-teacher trust variable and the four remaining variables was established using a
multiple regression analysis. Further analysis was completed using a multiple regression
coefficient analysis which indicated that all relationships (Table 26) between the four
independent variables and the dependent variable were statistically significant.
In this analysis, the strongest predictor variable that was positively correlated with
the teacher-to-teacher trust variable was focus on student learning (β = .348, p = .000).
This was then followed by the variable of collective responsibility (β = .254, p = .000).
The dependent variable, teacher-to-teacher trust, was primarily predicted by higher levels
of focus on student learning which received the strongest weight in the model followed
by the collective responsibility variable. The F score of 1969.13 indicated that the four
predictor variables are closely related to the dependent variable of teacher-to-teacher
trust.
These results indicated significant relationships, F(4, 12826) = 1969, p = .000),
between the dependent variable and the predictor variables; the R² value (R² = .380) and
adjusted R² (adjusted R² = .380) are identical. The R² value indicated that about 38% of
the variance in the teacher-to-teacher trust variable (R = .617) is explained by the four
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predictor, or constant, variables. All relationships between the four independent variables
and the dependent variable were statistically significant. The four predictor variables—
collective responsibility, use of assessment data, collective responsibility, and focus on
student learning—positively predicted (correlated with), in differing but significant
degrees, the teacher-to-teacher trust variable.
Comparison
Early research in the area of trust did not start in the educational arena, but in the
areas of psychology and behavior (Deutsch, 1954; Rotter, 1970; Rousseau et al., 1998),
after which research focused on the area of organizational development (Coleman, 1990;
Fukuyama, 1995; Putnam, 2000) and organizational functioning (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001;
Leana & Van Buren, 1999). Within the organizational research on trust, indications were
that “trust formed networks and norms that are capable of being used for collective
benefit” (Coleman, 1990, p. 213). Trust was a condition within the school social system
that attracted the attention of researchers Hoy and Tschannen-Moran in 1999. School
level consequences of trust were examined for the outcomes of that factor that existed in
school districts (Bryk & Schneider, 1996; Forsythe et al., 2006). Research found that
there was a robust link between faculty trust and student achievement (Bryk & Schneider,
2002; Goddard et al., 2001; Goddard, 2003; Lee & Croninger, 1994). “Trust is pivotal in
the effort to improve education, and yet trust seems ever more difficult to achieve and
maintain” (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000, p. 550).
Research over the last 20 years in the field of education has established that trust
is an important component of not only student achievement but improved teaching
efficacy and collaboration. Bryk and Schneider (2002) have done seminal work on the
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topic of faculty trust in their longitudinal analysis in the study of 400 Chicago school
sites during a 10-year period. Their research indicated, in addition to the strong
relationship between faculty trust and student achievement, that the teaching environment
is improved when faculty trust levels within the school are high (Bryk & Schneider,
2002, p. 312). Teachers experience a unique set of exposures with each other while
carrying out their duties within the school. Teachers not only rely on other teachers to
carry out the daily routines of education, but they are very vulnerable to those teachers in
earlier grades whose job it is to ensure that students are learning the required material to
move to the next grade. Trust has the chance to develop as these vulnerabilities are
alleviated and, in turn, this can serve to motivate teachers to more readily interact,
communicate, and share information with other teachers regarding these issues.
Findings from research into student achievement in differing school
environments, such as private/parochial schools (Bryk et al., 1993; Coleman et al., 1987;
Jeynes, 2002), have been used to suggest that private and parochial schools are more
educationally effective than public schools. Specific research found that “a Catholic
school education showed a higher and a more even distribution of student achievement in
Catholic schools in relation to public schools in the US” (Bryk et al., 1993, p. 26). Bryk
et al. (1993) asserted that this achievement level was due to a common ethos and
communal school organization. Lubienski (2008) felt that many of the current school
reform efforts, which include charter public schools and school vouchers, are based on
the perception that private and parochial schools are more educationally effective than
traditional non-charter public schools (p. 690). Not only does the “Catholic school
effect” play into the ethos of the student achievement levels in the private/parochial
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arena, but it also plays into the “theory of identity,” which suggests that faculty members
within these educational settings share common norms and values. Kochanek (2005)
argued that people have a predisposition to trust those socially similar to them based in
the ethical assumption that other people share their fundamental values (p. 102). “The
cumulative effect of this data and our field observations point to a crucial phenomenon:
that a shared set of values among student, parents, and faculty that views the school as
committed to a vision of Christian community” (Bryk et al., 1993, p. 27). Most of the
research that has been done in private/parochial schools has been done in the United
States; however, at least one research team, Dorman and Vello (2012), found similar
results of higher student achievement in Catholic schools in Australia as well.
Community organizations have begun to investigate sponsoring new charter
schools within the public education system (Hill & Lake, 2002, p. 122). The motivation
to start these charter schools typically stems from frustration with the lack of
improvement in urban school districts and concern that public schools are too big,
impersonal, and disconnected from the community. The sponsored schools are united
around a set of values, and sometimes around instructive approaches. Following the
same line of reasoning, charter public schools tend to be small, personal spaces where
adults and students are closely connected and which students, in theory, have chosen to
attend (Bracey, 2009, p. 148). Smaller size allows for closer monitoring of student
behaviors, attitudes, and academic achievement. Parents appear to feel more welcome in
smaller schools, and their relationships with administrators, faculty, and staff are
perceived as “closer.” Charter schools have taken in many students who were formerly
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home-schooled as well as a number of students from alternative settings (Gross, 2011,
p. 29).
The culture of the charter public school can, in fact, mimic that of the
private/parochial school. According to Gross (2011), the match between school staff and
school mission is critical and this is reflected in the way charter schools approach
recruiting and hiring teachers (p. 8). Teacher selection is the most significant component
of the hiring process, as teachers who have expressed an interest and belief that all
students can be motivated to learn and succeed are of particular interest to the
administration of the new charter public school. Charter public school teachers’
professional development and growth are tightly linked to the school’s mission and need
(Bulkley & Hicks, 2005, p. 30). Teacher professional development in charter schools is
typically communal (Gross, 2011, p. 28).
Funding considerations are important to all schools; charter schools must continue
to nurture their trusting relationships with funders, parents, and the community to
continue their missions (Hill & Lake, 2002, p. 110). Also noted by the researchers were
similarities in the process of teacher recruitment, student eligibility criteria, and school
cultural norms between those of charter schools to those of the private/parochial schools.
I considered the above information when proposing this study. The fact that
previous research revealed a strong relationship between faculty trust and student
achievement was intriguing as the grounding for my work. Yet, the research that
established this connection (i.e., Bryk and Schneider, 2002) was done in the non-charter
public school setting, since charter-public schools are relatively new to the educational
venue. Private/parochial schools have been in existence for many years and have a
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reputation for excellent student outcomes. That faculty trust might be higher in both of
these educational settings was the premise that drove the research in this endeavor. Yet,
the outcomes of this research project did not necessarily follow that premise.
My study did find a strong positive relationship overall (Table 12) between
teacher-to-teacher trust and focus on student learning (r = .585, p = .000), which
supports Bryk and Schneider’s (2002) early research in Chicago. While not surprising,
that positive relationship has connections to the other variables included in the study. It
appears from the results of my study that all five variables are interconnected, and when
one variable moves in a direction, the other four variables move in the same direction.
In regard to higher teacher trust levels in the private/parochial schools, this
premise was not validated by my study. In all five variable categories, the
private/parochial teachers scored lower than either the non-charter public or charter
public school teachers. When the post hoc testing was done to reduce the variability due
to respondent category size, significance levels in these setting became inconclusive in
establishing a real significance level. The proposition that teachers in the
private/parochial schools are inclined to have the same ethos and values was not reflected
in my data analysis finding. The fact that the non-charter public school teachers scored
higher in the teacher-to-teacher trust construct than the private/parochial teachers was
contrary to the outcome that the researcher expected due to previous research that
supported the argument. The means, for all of the variables in the setting of the
private/parochial school, were in the range of two points lower than either the non-charter
public or charter public school respondents.
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The charter public school teachers scored higher in the constructs of collective
responsibility, reflective dialogue, and teacher-to-teacher trust than the non-charter public
school teachers, while the non-charter public school teachers scored higher than the
charter public school teachers in the areas of use of assessment data and focus on student
learning. The assumption that smaller, focused school environments offered by the
charter public schools would be reflected in higher teacher-to-teacher trust than that of
the non-charter public school was supported for three of the five constructs examined.
Also supporting previous research was the finding that the teacher-to-teacher trust
variable is affected by the variables of collective responsibility, reflective dialogue, use of
assessment data, and focus on student learning. The construct of focus on student
learning did have the strongest positive correlation with teacher-to-teacher trust, which
again supports previous research in this area. The teacher-to-teacher trust theory that
student achievement, school community and teacher efficacy are all enhanced by higher
faculty trust levels indicate that all variables work cooperatively. When teachers trust
each other they are more likely to work cooperatively, learn from other teachers, and
share information to enhance student achievement. Additionally, trust can be established
when teachers work together collaboratively, and are enabled to become better teachers
when student achievement levels are higher. This outcome was neither unexpected nor
unsupported, but was an extension of the research outcomes already established.
Implications
Fullan (2005) explains, “If people believe they are doing something worthwhile of
a higher order they may be willing to put in the extra sacrifices and effort” (p. 34). From
the results of my study, it seems apparent that a staff can become a cohesive team with
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high levels of teacher-to-teacher trust, and are more likely to do so, when also committed
to the four constructs associated with student achievement examined in this study
regardless of the type of school they serve. Not only does this scenario apply to the field
of education, but to any organization that feels that its service is valuable (Lewis &
Weigert, 2012, p. 26). Trust can be encouraged in any environment. The effect that trust
can have on a work environment can be positive and does not necessarily rely on staff or
employees having the same belief systems.
“A longstanding critique of traditional public school hiring is that policies and
hiring strategies can make it very difficult for schools to build a coherent staff” (Bidwell,
2001, p. 111). In the case of both charter public and private/parochial schools, staff
recruitment is a high priority item. Like-minded people in an educational setting that, not
only reflects the teachers’ values, but often their targeted interests, should encourage
more trust among its staff. However, as has been shown in this study that is not
necessarily the case. It appears that trusting environments can occur in any situation if
that issue has value to the administration and staff and there are focused efforts to
establish those types of relationships among the employees. It also appears that
establishing trust and creating work norms around areas of staff practice associated with
improving student results go hand in hand, thus increasing the likelihood that shared
commitment to the work of improving student outcomes is, at least, important as assumed
shared values associated with a certain type of school.
It is also possible that the argument that private/parochial, and even many charter
public schools, can claim that their staff represent a convergent of values between
themselves, and between themselves and the school, is overstated. Due to all the factors
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that might be associated with hiring decisions in any school (whether a non-charter
public, a charter public, a private/parochial school), there may be wide variances in just
how much there is a basis of shared values among staff regardless of the intent to attract
and retain teachers who operate from some established values base. Since this study did
not assess teacher personal values, it is not known where and to what extent the
respondents from each of the three categories of schools perceive a set of common values
with their colleagues. Also, it is not known if, and/or to what extent, any measure of
shared personal values as an additional independent variable might increase or decrease
the positive correlation between trust and the other four variables examined in this study.
What my study does suggest is that, independent of shared personal values, there
is a positive link between perceived levels of trust and perceived levels of the four types
of staff work associated with student outcomes my study addressed. Teachers who take a
holistic approach to embracing the entire student body as their “own” students will be
concerned that the collective student body move forward academically. These same
teachers are more likely to evaluate their own effectiveness in relationship to how they
are contributing to the learning of their own students and those students served by others
through collaborative processes. Such processes often include using colleagues to review
teaching practices or style that can lead to changes in content presentation and teaching
pedagogy. The findings of this study suggest that such processes and collaborative
practices are more likely to be found in schools characterized by a culture that is high in
teacher-to-teacher trust. Additionally, the findings that teacher trust correlates positively
to each of the four constructs of collaborative practice offers an optimistic picture for any
school to establish high levels of teacher-to-teacher trust by also focusing on the core
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work associated with positive student outcomes, i.e., the four constructs of teacher work
norms examined in this study.
Recommendations
So what can school districts do to improve their student achievement scores in the
future? Obviously, faculty trust can play an important role in this endeavor in any school
setting. This section provides recommendations based on the responses gleaned from this
study and for further research into the area of faculty trust. “The demands of maintaining
our competitive edge in this global economy have placed even more of an onerous burden
on our nation’s schools—all at a time when the American public seems to have lost trust
in their ability to ‘deliver the goods’” (Ford, 2010, p. 9).
Recommendations for School Districts
“Knowing that trust in leaders has been declining over the past decades and
knowing that trust is diminished when times are more difficult, the problem of strained
relationships within a school community has a terrific significance” (Hawkins, 2004,
p. 8). School districts need to understand the strong connection between student
achievement scores and faculty trust. The increasing rigor of coursework in all school
settings is obvious to teachers and administrators. “Also increasing is the intervention at
the state and federal levels through rules and regulations designed to hold educators
accountable for student achievement is perhaps the biggest by-product of distrust” (Ford,
2010, p. 77).
Team building and departmental meetings have become increasingly used in the
educational setting to create venues in which teachers can and will collaborate around
improved teaching practice, enhanced curricular experiences, and better ways to assess
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learning. This study reinforces the premise that engaging teachers in this type of
collaborative work focused on improved student outcomes has a positive association with
high levels of teacher-to-teacher trust and vice versa. Schools have long understood the
inherent value to the school culture when teachers trust and respect one another; however,
this study also illustrates how trust building offers a promising venue for teacher
development especially when connected to teacher work norms associated with
improving student outcomes. To this end, many schools are placing increasing emphasis
on teacher teaming that engages teachers in working together to focus on student learning
by examining student work, analyzing assessment data, and reflecting on teaching
practice.
Supporting such teacher work norms, Kochanek (2005) suggested that “repeated
social exchanges, engaging teachers in low-risk activities which can contribute to student
success, and laying the groundwork for mutual respect are undertakings that all school
should begin to implement” (p. 434). These activities need to be done on a continuous
basis and must be initiated school wide. Additionally, the school district board of
education and administrators must have a commitment and belief that this issue is of
significant importance to establishing a collaborative, supportive teaching environment.
Bryk and Schneider (2002) indicated that “relational trust creates an environment where
individuals share a moral commitment to act in the interests of the collectivity. It sustains
an ethical imperative among organizational members to do what is right and good,
broadly defined” (p. 34). My study revealed that this type of environment can be created
in any type of school environment. Moreover, since trust and the work norms associated
with focus on improved student results are positively correlated with one another, schools
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can build both stronger work norms and trust by providing the time, support, and
incentives for teachers to work collaboratively on important issues of student success.
For the Teaching Community
“The ethical basis for individual action constitutes a moral resource which the
institution can draw upon to initiate and sustain change. Relational trust is founded on
voluntary commitments” (Bryk & Schneider, 2002, p. 35). As pressure continues to
increase on the teacher population, teacher organizations would be well advised to take a
proactive approach in the arena of improving the teaching environment within their
districts. Under new federal guidelines and state laws, improving student achievement
has become one of the most important issues that is considered in a teacher evaluation. If
the school district does not take the lead in acting to improve the educational environment
and begin trust-building activities, then the teacher organization should bring the current
research to the attention of school administrators. This may be critical in preserving the
collaborative processes examined in my study in the new environment of teacher ratings
and value-added measures. Depending on the reaction and action of the district board of
education and school administration, the teacher organization could, upon agreement,
begin their own trust-building activities independently of district actions. Strategies for
this might include teacher organization sponsored book studies, professional
development, and symposia—all of which focus on collaborative learning and
coordinated strategies to improve student success. It would also be appropriate for the
teachers’ organization to share this research with the PTO within the district to gain
support for the activities and for use as educational information for the same group.
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For the Parent Community
Most school districts have PTO’s or booster clubs to support school activities.
Although many times these activities focus on student athletics, classroom materials, and
library enhancement, this group also supports teacher appreciation. It would be
appropriate for both administrators and faculty to approach and recruit, not only the PTO
of the school, but parents in general, to become involved in supporting a trusting faculty
community. In the current high stakes environment, organized parent efforts to recognize
the teachers for their collective hard work and to celebrate improvements to student
achievement can offer the additional encouragement for teachers to stay the course on the
complex work of attaining better student results. These efforts could improve not only
student outcomes but also relationships between the school and parents, which research
has also proven to assist in overall student achievement.
Other Research Suggestions
I would like to see additional research done in both the non-charter public and
private/parochial school settings with regard to the construct of teacher-to-teacher trust.
When my study was completed, in the spring of 2013, the Catholic School diocese of
Chicago had just undergone an extensive reorganization. The diocese closed over 200
Catholic schools in the diocese and revamped their administrative services. This activity
could have had a serious effect on the Catholic school teachers who responded to my
survey and their trust levels during that period of time. Also the number of
private/parochial respondents was lower than expected and a larger sample size would
add to the validity of these findings if another study would be completed.
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Additional research on teacher-to-teacher trust levels in the charter public schools
would also be an appropriate opportunity for exploration. Charter public schools do not
have longevity as educational institutions, and many charters are new enough that the
school personnel are still in a steep learning curve relative to a wide array of issues
including building relationships and collegial norms among staff and administrators. For
charter institutions still in their first years (3–5) of operation, an assessment of teacher
trust and the other five constructs of teacher work that are associated with improved
student outcomes, may look different after the schools become better established and
more stable. Further study could examine the time in operation as another school
variable. As with the private/parochial school group, a larger sampling of these types of
institutions would increase the likelihood of more generalizable findings regarding
faculty trust and the four other constructs examined in this study.
Finally, the major limitation of this study is the fact that the entire sample of
respondents comes from one large U.S. city context, i.e., Chicago. If the question of
whether or not teacher trust levels can be associated with the type of school is to be
answered in a more convincing manner, a large national stratified sample would be in
order. This would allow researchers to include other school level variables such as
school size, years in operation, and status of academic achievement. Such a study would
further verify if, and to what degree, the findings from this study that suggest a strong
positive correlation between teacher trust and the four constructs of reflective dialogue,
collective responsibility, use of assessment data, and focus on student learning continue
to hold up. Since 13 years of data collected by the Chicago Consortium on School
Research on teacher trust consistently show a positive correlation to student achievement,
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it is worth additional study with other populations to confirm my findings that suggest
teacher trust and the four constructs of teacher work norms examined in this study are
positively correlated. Such confirmation could provide the additional assurances that
school leaders and teachers need to trust that committing to a core of collegial work
around improving student achievement pays dividends in building a school culture
characterized by trust and mutual respect among teaching staff.
Conclusion
“Ironically the key to restoring trust in school may come through paying closer
attention to what occurs within their very walls—by finding ways of cultivating stronger,
more trusting relationships among the stakeholders that comprise them” (Ford, 2010,
p. 9). Obviously the issue of trust among faculty is an issue of major importance in the
field of education, as increasing importance is placed on student performance as
measured by state-mandated testing and local measures. The results of my research were
not the expected outcomes that I had anticipated. It was not without much thought,
research and projection that I theorized that teacher trust levels would be higher in all
school settings where teachers were recruited because of their beliefs and values. Noncharter public school teachers are normally hired because they are experts in their fields
and have the ability to teach, not necessarily because they have similar educational
philosophies.
The results of the research particularly surprised me when the charter public
teacher respondents had higher scores on the majority of the variables. Personnel from
the Chicago Consortium of School Research shared information indicating that charter
public school teachers rarely stayed in teaching positions for extended periods and had
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tendencies to change jobs repeatedly. This information caused me to think of charter
public schools as often having a teaching staff that was itinerant and would not have the
time to bond or become cohesive. Yet, the responses from the charter-public teachers on
the survey results did not support the idea that these institutions were too recently
established to have formed trusting teacher relationships. However, further study might
be able to examine the school variable of time in operation more systematically. Further,
the results of this study did not support the idea that charter public school teachers are not
as committed to the goals of their schools as teachers who work in either non-charter
public or private/parochial schools.
Instead of yielding findings that suggest that teacher trust can be strongly
predicted by the type of school, especially as it relates to private and parochial schools
having the edge, my study found that higher levels of teacher trust can be found
regardless of the type of school. These findings suggest that faculty trust is a school level
variable that can and should be tracked as a variable associated with four teacher work
norms that relate to collective efforts to improve student achievement. Since working in
a culture of trust and mutual respect has been found in other studies to have positive
associations with student outcomes, teacher longevity, and teacher job satisfaction, it is
my hope that school districts across the country take a long, hard look at the goal of
building strong levels of teacher-to-teacher trust, while focusing on building the teacher
work norms that focus on helping students reach their full potential. It may be that
efforts at increasing both teacher trust and collegial norms in the four areas of reflective
dialogue, collective responsibility, use of assessment data, and focus on student learning
are mutually supportive and, thus, potentially high impact strategies for all schools.
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Western Michigan University,
Department of Educational Leadership

Principal Investigator: Dr. Patricia Reeves
Student Investigator: Gretchen Bergan
Title: Teacher trust levels and how they differ between school settings and impact teacher
involvement in student achievement activities.
You have been invited to participate in a research project titled “Teacher trust levels and how they differ
between school settings and impact teacher involvement in student achievement activities.” This consent
document will explain the purpose of this research project and will go over all of the time commitments,
the procedures used in the study and the risks and benefits of participating in this research project. Please
read this consent form carefully and completely ask any questions if you need more clarification. This
project serves as a dissertation research project.
The purpose of this study is to research the level of teacher-to-teacher trust in three different educational
environments; 1) non-charter public, 2) charter public and 3) private/parochial schools and its impact on
student learning and achievement within the Chicago area. The data for the non-charter public and charter
public schools has already been collected. The third portion of the data collection efforts is contained in
this portion of the project. It is the intent of this researcher to use the outcomes of this study to improve the
educational outcomes for students in all educational settings by applying the lessons learned from this
research. The project includes a 20 question survey. In this survey teachers will be asked questions about
their school’s climate, professional development and school leadership.
This survey should take about 10 minutes. All responses will remain confidential and the information
collected from teachers will be compiled into a report that will be published later this year. Teacher
identities will be kept completely confidential. Again, all results will remain confidential -- your name and
school will not be linked in any way with the survey results. A copy of the executive summary of the
project will be presented to each school that participates. Completing this survey indicates your consent for
the use of the answers you supply. This consent document has been approved for use for one year by the
Human Subjects Institutional Review Board (HRISB) as indicated by the stamped date and signature of the
board chair in the upper right corner. Do not participate in this study if the stamped date in older than one
year.
Your participation in this study does not involve any physical risk or emotional risk to you beyond the risks
of daily life. You have the right to withdraw your consent or discontinue participation at any time for any
reason. Your decision to withdraw will not involve any penalty or loss of benefits to which you are entitled.
There are no costs involved in participating in this study. The only person who will have access to the
collected data is the researcher. The data that is collected will be compiled in a such manner so that neither
teacher nor school is identifiable.
If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this research you can contact the researcher
Gretchen Bergan (906-334-2768) or at gretchen.bergan@wmich.edu. You may also contact the dissertation
Chair, Patricia Reeves, (269-387-3596) or patricia.reeves@wmich.edu ). You may also contact Chair,
Human Subjects Institutional Review Board Research (269-387-8293) or the Vice President for Research at
Western Michigan University (269-387-8298) if questions or problems arise during the course of the study.

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ----
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Hard Copy verbage:
I have read this informed consent document. The risks and benefits have been explained to me. I agree to
take part in this study.

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---On-line survey verbage

By clicking on the above box you are agreeing to participate in the study and are acknowledging you have
read the above posted consent form. As soon as you click on the box you will be directed to the survey.
Thank you for your consideration.

Appendix C
Administrator Letter
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Date
Administrator Name
Street Address
Chicago, IL zip
Dear Administrator (Name),
My name is Gretchen Bergan. I am a doctoral student at Western Michigan University writing my
dissertation on a comparison study of teacher-to-teacher trust levels in differing school environments, those
educational settings being 1) non-charter public schools, 2) charter public schools and 3) private and
parochial schools. I am concentrating on the Chicago area as the Chicago Public Schools have been doing
a school wide survey for several years which has a teacher-to-teacher trust component. My goal is to
survey of all the private/parochial teachers in the Chicago area with limited questions (20 questions) from
the same survey instrument.
Your assistance is being requested to help in gathering this data from the teachers you have on
staff to appraise the teacher-to-teacher relational trust levels in private and parochial schools. It is then my
intent to compare those findings to the teacher-to-teacher trust levels in the charter public and non-charter
public schools to those in the private and parochial school, plus five other areas of focus to improve student
achievement. Some demographics will also be collected.
The HRISB board of WMU has approved this study. I am requesting your permission to distribute
this survey to your teaching staff. I have included in this letter a copy of the survey instrument, teacher
recruitment letter and teacher consent form. Teachers will be able to follow a link on the teacher
recruitment letter to consent to taking the survey and which will lead directly to the survey.
If you would be willing to have your staff participate in this survey please email me at
gretchen.bergan@wmich.edu or call 906-334-2868 or 906-370-7360 and leave a message. There are three
ways in which the survey can be provided to your staff. If you could indicate, either by email or voicemail,
as to which choice you would prefer I can accommodate your choice. The choices would be to 1) provide
hard copies of the teacher letter, consent and survey plus return postage, 2) email you, as the administrator,
the teacher recruitment letter with the consent and survey link embedded in the recruitment letter, or 3)
provide me with the individual teacher emails and I can directly email each one the letter, link to the
consent form, and survey.
The results of the study will be available to any school which agrees to participate. Hopefully, you will see
benefits to your school’s participation and the advantages in the projected outcomes for future use by your
district. Please encourage your staff to participate.

Sincerely,

Gretchen Bergan
Doctoral Candidate
Western Michigan University
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Requesting Teacher Recruitment Letter
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Dear Teacher:
As you are a teacher in either a private or parochial school in the Chicago area
you are being invited to participate in a short survey. My name is Gretchen Bergan and I
am a doctoral student at Western Michigan University. I am writing my dissertation on a
comparison study of teacher-to-teacher trust levels in differing school environments.
Those educational settings being 1) non-charter public schools, 2) charter public schools
and 3) private and parochial schools. I am concentrating on the Chicago area as the
Chicago Public Schools have been doing a school wide survey for several years which
has a teacher-to-teacher trust component in the survey. My goal is to survey all the
private/parochial teachers in the Chicago area with limited questions (20 questions) from
the same survey instrument.
I have received permission from your principal to invite you to participate in my
study. You are being asked to answer these questions to add information from your
educational setting to the database. Your assistance is being requested to help in
gathering this data to appraise the teacher-to-teacher relational trust levels in private and
parochial schools. It is then my intent to compare those to the teacher-to-teacher trust
levels in the charter public and non-charter public schools to those in the private and
parochial school, plus five other areas of focus to improve student achievement. Some
demographics will also be collected.
The Human Subjects Institutional Review Board of WMU has approved this
study. Embedded in this letter is a link to go directly to the consent form to take the
survey which continues on into the survey. The survey should take less than 10 minutes
to complete. The results of the study will be available to any school which agrees to
participate. Hopefully, you will see benefits to your school’s participation and the
advantages in the outcomes for future use for teachers in your school to improve
outcomes for your students.
To begin the survey, which includes a consent form, please click on the following link:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/HPQQ2Z6

Sincerely,

Gretchen Bergan
Doctoral Student
Western Michigan University
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Question items from the survey instrument of My Voice, My School, from the University
of Chicago Consortium on Chicago School Research.
Items that compose the constructs of teacher-to-teacher trust, collective
responsibility, student learning, use of assessment data, and reflective dialogue with
item difficulty and item fit are listed.
NA denotes no information as these questions were not included in the survey when
the difficulty and fit were established.
Item Code

Item Text

Teacher Trust
Tte19q01

To what extent do you feel respected by other teachers?

Teacher Trust
Tte20q01

Item
Difficulty

Item
Fit

-2.42

1.27

Please mark the extent to which you disagree or agree with each of the
following: Teachers in this school trust each other.

1.01

.69

Teacher Trust
Tte20q02

Please mark the extent to which you disagree or agree with each of the
following: It's OK in this school to discuss feelings, worries, and
frustrations with other teachers

0.34

0.96

Teacher Trust
Tte20q03

Please mark the extent to which you disagree or agree with each of the
following: Teachers respect other teachers who take the lead in school
improvement efforts.

-0.12

0.85

Teacher Trust
Tte20q04
Collective
responsibility
Clr 08 q 06

Please mark the extent to which you disagree or agree with each of the
following: Teachers at this school respect those colleagues who are
expert at their craft.

1.12

0.92

1.53

1.37

Collective
responsibility
Clr 08 q 03

How many teachers in this school: feel responsible to help each other do
their best?

.83

.9

Collective
responsibility
Clr 08 q 01

How many teachers in this school: help maintain discipline in the entire
school, not just their classrooms?

.73

1.26

Collective
responsibility
Clr08q 02

How many teachers in this school: take responsibility for improving the
school?

.67

.89

Collective
responsibility
Clr08 q 05

How many teachers in this school: feel responsible for helping student
develop self-control?

-.25

.89

How many teachers in this school: feel responsible when student in this
school fail?
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Reflective
dialogue
Ref 04 q 02

This school year, how often have you had conversations with colleagues
about: development of new curriculum?

.84

.76

Reflective
dialogue
Ref 05 q 03

This school year, how often have you had conversations with colleagues
about: the goals of this school?

.85

.78

Reflective
dialogue
Ref 05 q 04

This school year, how often have you had conversations with colleagues
about: managing classroom behavior

-.04

1.12

Reflective
dialogue
Ref 05 q 02

Teachers in this school share and discuss student work with other
teachers

-1.03

.0

Reflective
dialogue
Ref 05 q 01

This school year, how often have you had conversations with colleagues
about: what helps student learn best.

-0.10

.76

Reflective
dialogue
Ref 04 q 01

Teachers talk about instruction in the teacher’s lounge, faculty meetings,
etc.

-1.12

1.11

Student learning
Inv 09 q 01

How many teachers at this school are really trying to improve their
teaching?

-.68

1.14

Student learning
In v 09 q 02

How many teacher at this school are willing to take risks to make the
school better?

.49

.97

Student learning
Inv 09 q 03

How many teachers in this school are eager to try new ideas?

.31

.89

Student learning
Pgc26q 04

To what extent to you disagree or agree with the following: curriculum,
instruction and learning materials are well coordinated across the
different grade levels in this school?

-.11

.81

Student learning
Pgc 26 q 05

To what extent to you disagree or agree with the following: there is
consistency in curriculum, instruction, and learning materials among
teachers in the same grade level at this school.

-.64

.99

Data review
Clb 06 q 03

This school year how often have you gone over student assessment data
with other teachers to make instructional decisions?

NA

NA

Data review
Dat 07 q 01

I review data independently – (never, a few times a year, every 6-8
weeks, every 3-4 week, weekly)

NA

NA

Data review
Dat 07 q 02

I review data with teachers in my grade level – (never, a few times a
year, every 6-8 weeks, every 3-4 week, weekly)

NA

NA

Data review
Dat 07 q 03

I review data with teachers across grade levels – (never, a few times a
year, every 6-8 weeks, every 3-4 week, weekly)

NA

NA

Data review
Dat 07 q 04

I review data with my principal – (never, a few times a year, every 6-8
weeks, every 3-4 week, weekly)

NA

NA
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Appendix G
Human Subjects Institutional Review Board
Letter of Approval
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Appendix H
Letter of Permission
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From: "Sue Sporte" <sportesu@uchicago.edu>
To: "Gretchen A Bergan" <gretchen.a.bergan@wmich.edu>
Cc: "Sue Sporte" <ssporte@ccsr.uchicago.edu>, "Patricia
L Reeves" <patricia.reeves@wmich.edu>
Sent: Sunday, March 31, 2013 4:41:58 PM
Subject: Re: another request
On behalf of CCSR I allow Gretchen Bergan to use My
Voice, My School items for her dissertation. In fact, we
intend that the survey be used to advance knowledge that
can lead to school improvement. Our items and measures
are publicly available for that purpose.
RegardsSue Sporte
Susan E. Sporte
Director of Research Operations
University of Chicago Consortium on Chicago School
Research
Urban Education Institute
1313 East 60th Street
Chicago, Illinois 60637
773.834.1009
773.702.2010 (fax)

